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LONDON, MAY 26, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s ProvaBzE that this year all the judges will avail themeelves 
of the permission given by the rule of court, and will not sit on 
Saturday, the 2nd of June, the day appointed for the observance of 
the Queen’s birthday. 





Tue xist of appeals for the ensuing Trinity Sittings will consist 
of 133 from the Queen’s Bench Division and 48 from the Chancery 
Division and from the Chancery of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster. The former number exceeds that of last sittings by 
15, and the latter number is less by 7 than that of last sittings. 
In the event of Court of Appeal No. 2 getting through their list 
before the 12th of August, the members of that court will be at 
liberty to assist in reducing the list of Queen’s Bench appeals. 





Tere Is a slight diminution in the number of cases set down 
to be heard before the judges of the Chancery Division. It will 
be found, when the list is published, that the number of cases 
before Mr. Justice Kay is 203; that before Mr. Justice Currry is 
154; that before Mr. Justice Norru, 165; that before Mr. Justice 
Sria.ive, 159; and that before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, 75— 
making an aggregate of 750. At the beginning of the Easter 
Sittings the total was 790, and a year ago 786. 





THE HEARING of witness actions in the Chancery Division does 
not progress in the rapid manner which suitors would desire. On 
an inspection of the chancery cause books it appears that no fewer 
than 140 of the witness actions which were to be found in the lists 
for the Hilary Sittings, and which were also to be found in those 
for the Easter Sittings, still remain undisposed of, and will be in 
the lists for the Trinity Sittings; and there will also be found in 
the last-mentioned lists about 250 besides, making a total of 390 
witness actions. 





THE CAUSE Lists were not obtainable, and we believe were not 
completely in proof, at the time of our going to press. The 
authorities of the Queen’s Bench Division make a practice of 
keeping open the lists so as to include actions set down within a 
certain short period of the opening of the sittings, which period, 
we understand, on this occasion, would not expire until Friday 
evening; so that a complete list cannot be had until late on 
Saturday morning. Would it not be possible, in the interest of 
the profession, that the complete cause lists should be issued at an 
earlier period, supplemental lists being published if necessary ? 


Tue Seixcr Commarrze on the Liability of Trustees Bill has, we 
understand, introduced some useful amendments in that measure. We 
commented on the Bill ante, p. 300, and it may be remembered that 
clause 4 proposes to enable trustees to lend to the extent of two-thirds 
of the value on “ property of any tenure, whether agricultural or 
house or other property, on which trustees can lawfully lend.” In 





Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113, 28 Ch. D. 268) and other cases in 
which the hard-and-fast rule of the court as to the amount to be 
advanced by trustees has been infringed, the trustees have been 


620 | held personally liable for the whole amount advanced. We are 


informed that a clause has been introduced into the Bill in com- 
mittee providing that in such a case the security shall be deemed 
an authorized investment for the amount which, according to the 
rule of the court, might properly have been advanced, and that the 
trustees shall only be liable to make good the sum advanced in 
excess, with interest. This clause is to apply to investments made 
before as well as after the passing of the Act, except where some 
action or proceeding is pending at the commencement of the Act. 
The clause might, we think, have gone further, and have provided 
that profits made in some transactions with trust properties should 
be set off against losses on others, but probably this would have 
called forth a ‘‘ certificate’? to Parliament against it by Mr. Justice 
Kay, following the precedent of his recent ‘‘certificate” with 
regard to Trustee Companies, which somehow failed to convince the 
House of Lords. Another clause, introduced into the Bill in 
committee, enlarges trustees’ powers of investment by providing 
that they may invest trust funds :— 

(a) In any of the stocks, funds, or securities in or upon which 
cash under the control or subject to the order of the court may 
from time to time be invested. 

(b) In any securities the interest of which is or shall be guaran- 
teed by Parliament. 

(c) In Consolidated Stock created by the Metropolitan Board of 
Works. 

(d) In the debenture, preference, guaranteed, or rentcharge stock 
of any railway company in Great Britain or Ireland, incorporated 
by special Act of Parliament, and having during each of the ten 
years last past, before the date of investment, paid a dividend ou 
its ordinary stock or shares. 

(e) In nominal debenture stock issued under the Local Loans 
Act, 1875. 

(f) In such inscribed stock of any British colony as the court on 
the application of the trustee may sanction. 

(g) In the purchase of freehold ground rents. 

It will be seen that the extensions effected by this clause are 
sub-clause (4), sub-clause (d), which follows generally the provision 
of section 21 (i.) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, as to investment 
of capital money under the Act, and sub-clauses (/) and (g). This 
last sub-clause seems to be rather a strong provision. 





Ir 1s onty a few months since the House of Lords finally decided 
in Zrevor v. Whitworth (36 W. BR. 145, 12 App. Cas. 409), that 
in no case and under no pretext can a company purchase its own 
shares. The Court of Appeal has now given a decision in a similar 
direction in Re Almada and Tirito Co., Allen’s case (36 W. R. 593), 
to the effect that the issue of its shares by a company at a discount 
is equally ultra vires. This was, indeed, a singularly flagrant case, 
a very large number of £1 shares—viz., 210,000—being issued, 
each credited with 18s. paid up. Similar transactions had been 
sanctioned by Chitty, J., in Re Ince Hall Rolling Mills Co. 
(23 Ch. D. 545n.), and in Re Plaskynaston Tube Oo. (23 
Ch. D. 542), but to these cases exception was taken recently in 
the Court of Appeal in Re Addlestone Linoleum Oo. (36 W. R. 
227, 37 Ch. D. 191). This last case, however, wanted an element 
which was present in Re Ince Hall Rolling Mills Co., and hence 
could not be regarded as directly overruling it. This was the con- 
tract entered into between the company and the shareholders for the 
issue at a discount and registered under section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867. So far as the issue is to be regarded asa reduction, by the 
amount of the discount, of the sum which is declared to the world as 
the capital of the company, it is quite clear since Trevor v. Whitworth 
that it is uléra vires ; and as the amount of capital is settled by 
the memorandum of association, it is equally clear that an express 
power in the articles to issue shares at a discount cannot alter the 
matter. The only alterations that can be made in the amount 
of the capital are defined by section 12 of the Act of 
1862, and relate only to increasing it, and to consolidating 
and redividing it. But it has been thought that the validity, 
which is wanting to a mere issue at a discount, can be con- 
ferred by a contract registered under section 25 of the Act of 
1867, such as that referred to above, and it is upon this point 
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really that the Court of Appeal has now pronounced. According 
to that section ‘every share in any company shall be deemed 
and taken to have been issued, and to be held, subject to the pay- 
ment of the whole amount thereof in cash, unless the same shall 
have been otherwise determined by a contract duly made in writing 
and filed with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies at or before 
the issue of such shares.” Upon this it has now been determined, 
and reasonably so, that the contract must be for actual payment of 
some kind, and if it is intended to avoid payment in whole or in 
part altogether, then registration under the section offords no pro- 
tection. Of course it might be difficult to decide in many cases 
whether the payment authorized by the contract is really payment 
in full of the value of the shares, but in the case of issue of shares 
at a discount there can be no such difficulty. Obviously a payment 
of 2s. is not a full payment fora £1 share. Re Almada and Tirito 
Oo., therefore, emphasizes the now received doctrine that a com- 
pany cannot, except by surrender or forfeiture, or by the statutory 
means provided by the Act of 1867, reduce its capital, and, further, 
gives the useful construction to section 25 of that Act that only a 
bond fide payment for shares is protected by a registered contract. 





In piscusstxe recently the Copyhold Act Amendment Bill of this 
session, we remarked upon the amendment to be proposed by Lord 
Hosuovss restoring the old scale of compensation to the steward 
as it was originally inserted in the Copyhold Act of last year, in 
place of the very small sums to which the fees were cut down in 
the case of small properties during the progress of that measure. 
The history of the matter is rather curious. As our readers are 
aware, Copyhold Enfranchisement Bills were introduced into 
Parliament during the years from 1880 to 1887, which 
resulted in the Copyhold Act of last year. These Bills 
originally contained a scale of steward’s compensation and payment 
for work done, which was thought by stewards and by the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society unreasonably low, and after many 
interviews and much discussion a scale was agreed upon as a com- 
promise. In all the subsequent Bills that clause was retained 
intact, but in committee of the Lords last year the scale was altered 
and reduced below the scale originally proposed. The minimum 
was reduced from £4 to 5s., and fora £5 enfranchisement the 
steward under the Act can only receive 103, and as both 
in the North and South of England there are many copyholds 
in which the lord’s pecuniary interest is under £5 this com- 
pensation is practically equivalent to no payment at all, as, in 
order to carry out such an enfranchisement, the steward would 
have to bestow an amount of time and labour for which his pro- 
fessional remuneration, calculated in the ordinary way and even 
under the revision of the most rigid taxing master, would entitle 
him to charge more pounds than the shillings allowed by the scale, 
and that without any compensation for loss of office. The Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society have succeeded in obtaining the 
insertion of the amendment referred to in the Copyhold Act 
Amendment Bill of the present session, which has now passed 
through committee, and will, it is hoped, shortly become law. 





WE osserve that Mr. Justice Kay and Mr. Justice Nortn have 
rather gone out of their way to supplement the provisions of an Act 
of Parliament. On the practice in the case of reduction of capital 
of a limited company, Mr. Justice Kay in Re West Cumberland 
Iron and Steel Co. (ante, p. 306) thought that the minute proposed 
to be registered ought to have on the face of it the amount of the 
original as well as of the reduced capital, and in Re Britannia 
Mills Co. (ante, p. 438), Mr. Justice Nort adopted the same view. 
The 15th section of the Companies Act, 1867, prescribes what the 
minute to be registered is to contain ; its requirements are three in 
number : (1) it is to shew with respect to the capital of the com- 
pany, as altered by the court, the amount of such capital ; (2) the 
number of shares into which it is divided, and (3) the amount of 
each share. The 4th section of the Companies Act, 1877, adds a 
modification whereby the amount of capital which is to be deemed 
to be paid up on each share is to be shewn. None of these require- 


ments is complied with by adding to the minute a statement of 
what the capital was at some previous indefinite time, and there is 
no warrant for such an addition, unless it is to be found in the pre- 
vision that the minute is ‘‘to be approved by the court.” Both! 








the learned judges appear to have lost sight of the fact that a 
record exists in the office in which the minute is registered 
shewing what the capital of a company was originally, and, if re- 
duced once or oftener, what it was at each stage of the company’s 
existence. The minute, we apprehend, is intended to be a clear and 
concise statement of the existing capital; and to overlay the 
minute with facts and figures not nece for that purpose is to 
obscure, rather than to make clear, the information the minute is 
intended to convey, besides being superfluous. 





AN INTERESTING Pornt was decided by the Court of Appeal in 
Lewis v. Alleyne, reported in another column. An infant borrowed 
money for the purpose of procuring necessaries, and he promised 
to repay it on the day after he came of age. The lender brought 
an action to recover the money, aud, upon the defence of the 
Statute of Limitations, the point arose whether the time ran from 
the date when the money lent was expended in necessaries, in 
which case it was admitted the claim was barred, or from the date 
upon which the infant promised to repay the loan, in which case 
the claim would not be barred. The court decided that the statute 
ran from the time when the money was expended in procuring 
necessaries. The promise by the infant to repay at a future date 
was void, and the only claim the plaintiff had in equity was to 
stand in the place of the tradesman who supplied the necessaries. 
The tradesman’s claim would have accrued from the time the 
necessaries were supplied by him to the infant, and the plaintiff, 
who advanced the money to purchase the necessaries from the 
tradesman, was entitled to stand in the tradesman’s shoes, and 
therefore the Statute of Limitations began to run from the time 
the claim accrued—that is, from the time the money was expended 
in procuring necessaries. 








CONTRIBUTORY MORTGAGES AS INVESTMENTS 
FOR TRUSTEES. 


Ture seems to have been no decision till the recent case of Webb 
vy. Jonas, before Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 474), that a trustee with 
power to invest on real security was not thereby authorized to in- 
vest on a contributory mortgage—that is, to join with other persons 
in making up the whole sum which the mortgagor wishes to borrow. 
At the same time the point seems too well settled both in principle 
and in practice to make any decision necessary, and the case could 
hardly have come into court had the trustees not wished to strain 
every nerve to avoid a liability which to them, as laymen, seemed 
undoubtedly hard. Two sets of trustees were originally involved 
in the matter, those of a settlement joining with those of a will in 
advancing money on mortgage of a freehold estate. The former 
lent £1,500 and the latter £500. There was no suggestion that 
the mortgage was not (so far as value went) a proper one at the 
time, and it was admitted that the trustees had acted in complete 
good faith. Subsequently, however, the property depreciated in 
value, and the cestuis que trustent under the settlement, taking 
advantage of the breach of trust which they were advised had been 
committed, brought an action against the executors of the trustees, 
claiming to have the £1,500 made good. ; 

As is well known, contributory mortgages may be effected in 
either of two ways. According to the first, the land is conveyed to 
all the mortgagees with a proviso for redemption upon payment of 
the mortgage debts and ‘interest to the several lenders. At the 
same time the mortgagor covenants with each of them separately 
for payment of their respective debts and interest. The inconveni- 
ence of this plan is, that no one mortgagee can deal with the land 
or in any way enforce his security without the concurrence of the 
rest. Itis sometimes attempted to obviate this by giving to each 
mortgagee a power of sale; with little result, however, for itis still 
impossible for the legal estate in the land to be conveyed without 
the concurrence of all (Davidson, vol. iii, p. 385). The other 
method, which is useful where the number of contributories is large, 
is to have the mortgage taken in the name of a trustee, and then 
the various interests of the lenders are either declared in the mort- 
gage deed, or—and this is the more usual course—they are secured 
by a separate declaration of trust. 

But whichever form be adopted, it is quite clear that, under the 
ordinary pover of investing upon real securities, such a mortgage 
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is not available for trustees, and this whether we consider the 
usual words of the investment clause or whether we regard general 
principles only. Under the usual words it is necessary for the in- 
vestment to be taken in the joint names or under the legal control 
of the trustees, and neither of the above forms satisfies this require- 
ment. But, apart from any such express words, it is essential 
that the trust money should be kept distinct from all other 
money, and under the exclusive control of the trustees. Thus it is 
said in Lewin on Trustees: “Of course trustees should not join 
with others in a mortgage so as to mix up the trust funds with the 
rights of strangers; and still less could they take a joint mortgage 
in the name of a common trustee, for this would also be a dele- 
gation of their duty’ (8th ed., p. 331). And in Webb v. Jonas 
(supra) it was laid down by Kekewich, J., that trustees are bound 
to obtain and keep entire control of the mortgaged property on 
which their trust funds are advanced, and of the legal estate 
therein. 

And just as there is no way in which a power over the property 
can be given to one mortgagee which does not require for its 
effective exercise the concurrence of the rest, so, too, is it with 
the legal proceedings to which the parties may resort to realize 
their security. It is true that there is one case in the books in 
which one of the parties interested in a mortgage was allowed to 
sue for foreclosure by himself. This was the case of Mon‘gomerie 
v. The Marquis of Bath (3 Ves. 560), where one cestui que trust 
got a decree in respect of his share of money invested by his 
trustee; but the decision was afterwards doubted by the Lord 
Chancellor upon a subsequent motion under it. The true doctrine 
was reached in Lowe v. Morgan (1 Bro. C. C. 368), where a share 
of Covent Garden Playhouse having been mortgaged, the mortgagee 
assigned the mortgage to a trustee in trust for three equal con- 
tributore. Upon one of these filing a bill for foreclosure, the usual 
decree was at first pronounced, but was afterwards stopped by the 
registrar, who found difficuly in drawing it up. Upon this Lord 
Thurlow, C., said it was a new case, and that it would be 
impossible to foreclose without making the other two parties. 
Palmer v. The Earl of Carlisle (1 8. & 8. 423) is decisive in the 
same direction, and it is, of course, now common doctrine that 
there can be no redemption or foreclosure unless the parties en- 
titled to the whole of the mortgage are before the court. 

It is necessary, however, to consider the possible effect of some 
remarks that fell from Jessel, M.R., in Luke v. South Kensington 
Hotel Co. (27 W. R. 514, 11 Ch. D. 121). In that case there had 
been a mortgage to three trustees, two of whom, by executing a 
deed of arrangement, had debarred themselves from suing on it, 
but the third sued for foreclosure, and joined the others with the 
mortgagor as co-defendants. All parties being thus before the 
court the above principle was satisfied, but the objection was taken 
that all the mortgagees must be joined as plaintiffs, and that if for 
any reason this could not be done, then no action could be taken 
on the mortgage at all. This difficulty was easily disposed of by the 
Master of the Rolls, who referred to two cases in which trustees 
had been joined as defendants, one of them being Adams v. Paynter 
(t Coll. 530). Indeed, before the practice of adding plaintiffs was 
introduced there was no way of bringing all the parties before the 
court except by adding them as defendants. But it is important 
to notice the manner in which he dealt with another objection. It 
had been urged, in opposition to foreclosure by one mortgagee alone, 
that some of the mortgagees might wish to foreclose and others 
might not. ‘‘ We will deal with that case when it arises, as to 
whether one, without the consent or against the wish of the others, 
can foreclose. That is not the case here.” Such were the words 
cf the judgment on this point, and they clearly leave it open to 
doubt whether one of several joint mortgagees cannot compel fore- 
closure in opposition to the rest. Even supposing this to be so, it 
does not materially improve the position of trustees who have lent 
on a contributory mortgage. The uncertain nature of such a power 
is very far from that exclusive and uncontrolled authority with 
regard to the investment which they ought to possess, and for the 
want of which in Webb v. Jonas (supra) Kekewich, J. (although 
reluctantly), held them liable, in spite of their good faith. 

But while it is thus clear that, whether under the usual in- 
vestment clause or the statutory powers to the same effect, trustees 
cannot, with safety to themselves, invest on contributory mort- 
gages, opinions may differ as to the advisability of inserting special 
clauses empowering them to do so. Thus the writer of a note in 








Davidson (Conveyancing, vol. iii., at p. 40) speaks of this as though 
it were a matter of rare occurrence, and quotes, at length, such a 
power which came before him in a settlement. Though admitting 
its occasional utility, he doubts whether the creation of special 
facilities for the investment of trust money on mortgages of this 
description is a judicious mode of extending the liberty of invest- 
ment. Some conveyancers, on the other hand, use it freely. It 
is wise, of course, to consider the circumstances of each case, but 
it seems reasonable enough to conclude that there is no practical 
risk to be apprehended from such investments, ond, now that real 
securities are so much more difficult to obtain at remunerative 
rates than formerly, it seems unwise to cut off one class of them, 
and that an important one. There is quite enough in the estab- 
lished rules regarding investments by trustees to justify the 
decision of Kekewich, J., and indeed to make any other decision 
impossible ; but the question of giving the power specially depends 
on other considerations altogether. 








LEASES OF COAL MINES. 


Tue prevalent tendency to alter in favour of tenants contracts 
into which they have entered with their eyes open, but which 
ultimately prove to be disadvantageous, is well illustrated by 
a little Bill recently introduced into the House of Commons, 
called ‘‘The Colliery Tenants Relief Bill.” Everyone who 
has any experience of colliery matters knows that very many 
leases, entered into at a high minimum rent, with an acreage 
or footage or other measurement rent, and the usual average 
clause, during the more prosperous period of coal mines, are 
now either expiring or coming towards the end of the term, 
and that what are known as “ undergettings’’ are very general. 
In one case within our knowledge it was estimated that upon the 
expiration of a single lease of a large area of coal, the under- 
gettings would amount to between £20,000 and £30,000. That 
is to say, according to the view taken by the promoters of the Bill 
we have referred to, the lessee paid in minimum rent for £30,000 
worth more coal than he had been able to get during the term of 
the lease. Therefore the Bill proposes that, whenever any tenant of 
minerals has on the expiration of his agreement of tenancy 
paid to the landlord of such minerals ‘‘by way of certain 
rent, either in addition to or in substitution either wholly or 
partially for measurement rents, a sum in excess of the aggregate 
measurement rent payable upon the minerals actually gotten under 
such agreement by the tenant, or any occupier or occupiers claim- 
ing through or under him, then and in every such case unless the non- 
working of the mineral for which rent has been paid has been due 
to his own default, the tenant shall be deemed to have paid for 
minerals equivalent to such excess at the measurement rent afore- 
said, and shall, notwithstanding the expiration of his tenancy, or 
any agreement to the contrary, be entitled to continue his tenancy 
for such extended term, not exceeding one-third of the original 
term, as, under the circumstances of each case and the state of 
trade, may be necessary to enable him to get minerals equivalent 
at the measurement rent aforesaid to such excess, and to get such 
minerals without making directly or indirectly any further pay- 
ment for or in respect of the same.” 

Now the only conceivable ground of legal or moral right on which 
this proposal can be justified is that a mining lease is a sale of the 
minerals, the minimum rent representing the instalments of purchase- 
money. But a sale of what minerals? Even the promoters of 
the Bill do not contend that it is a sale of all the minerals pur- 
ported to be leased. According to their view, it is a sale of so 
much of the minerals leased as at the footage or acreage or other 
measurement rent would produce a sum equal to the aggregate 
minimum rent paid by the lessee during the term. But in maintain- 
ing this they altogether overlook the most essential term of the 
contract between lessor and lessee. If a lease of minerals is a 
sale, it is a sale only of so much of them as can be got during the 
term. The substance of the bargain is that the lessee shall have 
liberty to get the minerals for a specified time upon specified terms, 
one of which is that, during such specified time, the lessee shall be 
at liberty to get so much of the minerals as at the measurement 
rent would produce the minimum rent, without paying any further 
measurement rent for the same. ; 
While, however, there appears to be no reasonable ground for legis- 











lative interference with existing contracts, the controversy raises 
several questions of great importance, both with regard to the means 
of facilitating the arrangements which are being extensively made 
between lessors and lessees of coal mines, and also with regard to 
the future form of mining leases. These questions will be found 
discussed with great ability and clearness in a pamphlet just pub- 
lished by Mr. Oswald Walmesley*, who, as many of our readers 
will know, has for eighteen years practised as a solicitor at Wigan, 
and speaks from a ripe experience of mining leases. His first prac- 
tical recommendation is one the lack of which has been felt as 
a great embarrassment in recent years by those who have had to 
advise lessors with regard to the applications for revision of terms 
which have become so frequent. He proposes that fiduciary owners 
should be empowered in all cases, without application to the court, 
to revise the terms of existing mining leases, and to grant extensions 
of such leases, with power, in granting such extensions, or granting 
new leases, to adopt the sliding scale system of reservation of 
royalties. We agree with Mr. Walmesley that some provision on 
this subject might well be inserted in the Trustees Liability Bill 
now before Parliament. 

With regard to the future form of mining leases, many valuable 
suggestions will be found in the pamphlet, but it is not 
easy to devise any alteration which will secure the lessor 
and satisfy a reasonable lessee. The position, as it stands at 
present, is this—the only absolute and convenient security 
the lessor can obtain for the vigorous working of his minerals 
is a certain or minimum rent of considerable amount. Specific 
performance of a covenant to work cannot, of course, be 
obtained, and the lessor can hardly be advised to trust to his 
remely by damages or forfeiture for breach of such covenants 
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Mr. Walmesley remarks that there are ‘‘numerous legal decisions | 


shewing that a lessor cannot rely, as a safe substitute for a certain 
lent, on covenants to work the mine.’’ Most of the decisions 
with which we are acquainted have been given either on im- 
perfectly framed covenants to work, or (as regards the dicta in 
Wheatley v. Westminster, §c., Co.,9 Eq. 538) on covenants to work 
contained in a lease reserving a certain rent. But we imagine it is 
true that a lessor could not absolutely rely on any covenant to 
work short of a covenant to work continuously, and to produce a 
specified quantity of minerals at or within specified intervals (see 


the judgment in Jegon v. Vivian, 6 Ch., at p. 757), and to pay a| 


royalty for the same, whether the minerals exist in the mine or 
not ; and this comes to much the same thing as a fixed minimum rent. 
We do not, however, at present see how Mr. Walmesley’s suggestion 


that Parliament should authorize a somewhat stricter construction | 


being put upon covenants for working mines can be carried out. He 
remarks that, if the performance of covenants to work such as those 
which are contained in the ordinary form of mining lease in the United 
States could be specifically enforced in this country, the system of 
reserving heavy certain rents would gradually disappear. The 
courts are not at all likely to appreciate legislation which would 
practically throw on them the duty of superintending and managing 
the working of mines, and our own idea is that the future form 
of mining leases will have to be left to be worked out in practice, 
under the new circumstances in which the lessor is no longer 
master of the situation. We concur, however, in Mr. Walmesley’s 
third suggestion as to legislative provisions with respect to the 
regulation of underground way leaves, though great caution 
would be necessary in the language of any legislation on the aub- 
ject. Mr. Walmsley’s pamphlet deserves the attentive considera- 
tion of all practitioners interested in its subject. 








It is stated that the Senate Judiciary Committee are still considering 
the President’s nomination of Mr. Fuller as Chief Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court, but the belief now is that the confirmation will 
be soon recommended, as the leading Republicans advocate it. With 
regard to the appointment the Albany Law Journal says, ‘‘ The President 
has made a surprising selection to fill the vacancy in the Chief Justiceship, 
and yet it seems a fairly good one. Mr. Fuller, although completely 
unknown outside his own State, is there regarded as an excellent and 
brilliant lawyer, perhaps the leader of the bar, and has had experience in 
Federal litigation. He has had no judicial experience, but this is not an 
insuperable objection, for some of the best judges of the highest courts of 
this country have been taken directly from the bar.”’ 
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REVIEWS. 
INTERPLEADER AND ATTACHMENT. 


INTERPLEADER IN THE HiGH Court OF JUSTICE AND IN THE CoUNTY 
Courts. TOGETHER WITH ForMS OF THE SUMMONSES, ORDERS, 
AFFIDAVITS, &¢C., USED THEREIN. By MIcHAEL CABABE, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. SrEconp EpiTion. W. Maxwell & Son. 


ATTACHMENT OF DEBTS AND RECEIVERS BY WAY OF EQUITABLE 
EXECUTION IN THE HiGH Court OF JUSTICE AND IN THE COUNTY 
Courts. TOGETHER WITH FoRMS OF THE SUMMONSES, ORDERS, 
AFFIDAVITS, &C., USED THEREIN. SEcoND Epirion. By MICHAEL 
CaBABE, Barrister at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 


Those who have discovered the utility of Mr. Cababé’s original 
volume on Interpleader and the Attachment of Debts-and they 
must be not a few—will be glad to see the re-issue of the work in 
the present form. Interpleader now is treated by itself, and a 
separate volume has been made of Attachment of Debts by adding 
to it the subject of the appointment of receivers by way of equitable 
execution. These three subjects are all of daily practical importance, 
while the various statutes which regulate them, and the cases upon 
which they depend, are by no means free from complexity. It is 
undoubtedly, therefore, a great advantage to have two such handy 
volumes as these, which in a brief compass present all that is im- 
mediately required, while they indicate the sources from which fuller 
information can be obtaived. Tne various points which arise in 
practice are very clearly set out, and the effect of the recent cases is 
concisely stated. As an example, we may refer to the list of cases 
on pp. 26—40 (Attachment of Debts), in which it has been held that 
particular debts could or could not be attached, though it seems as if 
it should be possible to discover some consistent principle running 
through them. The utility of the volumes, as works of ready 
reference, is increased by the clearness of their general arrangement 
and of the printing. For general lucidity and accuracy we can con- 
fidently recommend them. 








CASES OF LAST WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
LEWIS v. ALLEYNE—No. 1, 17th May. 


Ineancy—Oontract— Money Lent ror NgecessakiIgs—AGREEMENT TO Ree 
pay AT A Future Dare—Sratvutg oF LimiraTIons. 


Action to recover £135 money lent. Defence, infancy and the Statute 
of Limitations. Reply, that the money was lent to procure, and was ex- 
ended in procuring, necessaries. It appeared that the defendant was 
rn on the 20th of June, 1859, and so came of age on the 20th of June, 
1880. The plaintiff lent the defendant small sums of money during 
1877 amounting to £35, and on the Ist of January, 18738, the defendant 
hema to repay this sum on the 21st of June, 1880. The plaintiff also 
ent the defendant several other sums in 1878 amountivg to £100, and on 
the 22nd of November, 1878, the defendant promised to repay this sum on 
the Ist of July, 1880. The action was commenced on the 27th of 
November, 1886. The defendant was beyond the seas when he came of 
age, and did not return to this country until 1881. The plaintiff con- 
tended that the causes of action did not accrue until June 21 and July 1, 
1880, and as the defendant was then abroad, the Statute of Limitations 
did not commence to run until the defendant’s return, and that there- 
fore the claim was not barred. The defendant contended that the promise 
to repay on the 21st of June andthe Ist of July, 1880, was void, and that 
the causes of action accrued when the money was lent and expended in 
necessaries, and that the statute ran from those dates, and that therefore 
the claim was barred. There was also a question raised as to whether the 
money was expended in necessaries, and upon this the jury found for the 
plaintiff. The Divisional Court expressed no opinion upon the defence of 
the Statute of Limitations, Huddleston, B , holding that the verdict was 
right, and Manisty, J., holding that the greater part of the money was not 
expended in necessaries, and that there should be a new trial. The de- 
fendant appealed. 

Tue Court gave judgment for the defendant. Lord Esxer, M.R., said 
that, the action being for money lent, the moment infancy was proved the 
plaintiff's case failed as an action at common law, however the money 
might have been expended. The plaintiff tried to support his claim as 
an action in equity, and the matter had to be treated as a chancery suit. 
It was argued that the theory in Chancery was that, if it was shewn that 
the money lent was expended by the infant in necessaries, the court of 
equity would enforce the contract as a contract. That was not the 
ground taken by courts of equity. The real ground upon which they 
gave relief was the finding, as a fact, that the money was expended in 
necessaries. That gave them jurisdiction. ‘To use common law lan- 
guage it was the expenditure of the money upon necessaries which gave 
a cause of action. Therefore the Statute of Limitations, which applied 
tothe equity suit, ran from the time when the money was so expended. 
The whole of the present claim was therefore barred. That being 80, it 
would be useless to direct an inquiry as to how much was expended in 
necessaries. Linpiey, L.J., concurred. The common law claim for 
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money lent was hopelessly gone, and the action was really a chancery 
suit. The principle upon which courts of equity proceeded was not 
based upon there being a contractual obligation. The view they took 
was that the person who supplied the necessaries to the infant was in 
the position of a legal creditor, and anyone who advanced money to the 
infaut to procure necessaries could take over that legal debt, and was 
entitled to stand in the position of the legal creditor. The Statute of 
Limitations, therefore, would run from the time the money was expended 
in paying the legal creditor, as the claim accrued from that time. 
Bowen, L.J., concurred.— Counset, H. F. Dickens; H. D. Greene, Q.C., 
and Cranstoun. Soxrsicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Seal. 


SIDDELE v. VICKERS—No. 2, 18th May. 


Patent—Vauipiry—Comp.etg Srecrrication —‘‘ Distinct STaTEMENT OF 

Invention CLAIMED ’’=—=Patents, Destcns, AnD Trapg-Marks Act, 1883, 

8. 5, SUB-SECTION 5. 

A question arose in this case as to the effect upon the validity of a 
patent of non-compliance with the requirements of sub-section 5 of section 
5 of the Patent, Designs, and Trade- Marks Act of 1883. Sub-section 5 
provides that ‘‘a specification, whether provisional or complete, must 
commence with the title, and, in the case of a complete specification, 
must end with a distinct statement of the invention claimed.’’ The action 
was brought to restrain an alleged infringement by the defendants of the 

laintiff’s patent. One of the defences was, that the patent was invalid, 

cause the complete specification did not end with a distinct statement 
of the invention claimed. Kekewich, J, granted the plaintiff an in- 
junction. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorrs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
holding that noa-compliance with sub-section 5 would not vitiate the 
patent. Corrox, L.J., was inclined to think that in the present case 
there was at the end of the specifiation a sufficiently distinct statement of 
the invention. But, assuming that there was not, he thought that the 
want of it did not vitiate the patent. A patent might be revoked upon 
any of the grounds mentioned in sub-section 3 of section 26. But 
he thought sub-section 5 of section 5 was merely directory, making it the 
duty of the Comptroller and the Attorney-General to see, before a patent 
was granted, that the requirements of that sub-section had been complied 
with. Fry, L.J., thought that in the present case the plaintiff had not 
ended his specification with a distinct statement of the invention which 
he claimed. But he agreed with Cotton, L.J., that the want of this 
statement did not vitiate the patent. It would be monstrous to suppose 
that such a mere departure from the required form of the specification 
should render the patent invalid. Lorgs, L.J., agreed with Fry, L.J.— 
Counse., Sir H. James, Q C., Moulton, Q.C., and W. R. Bousfield; Sir R. 
E. Webster, A.G., Aston, Q.C., and W. N. Lawson. Soutcrrors, J. H. ¢ 
J. G. Johnson ; Cattarns, Jehu, § Hughes. 


Re PERCIVAL, BOOTE +». DUTTON—No. 2, 18th May. 
Witt—Copicic—Revocation— UNCERTAINTY. 


The question in this case was whether a legacy given by a will had been 
revoked by a codicil. The testatrix by her will bequeathed ‘“‘my watch 
to my granddaughter Mary, and my brooch containing a portrait of my late 
husband to my granddaughter Jane. I give to my son Daniel the sum of 
£50; I give to my brother Sandom the sum of £19 193. ; I give to my said 
granddaughter Mary the sum of £200." The testatrix made the follow- 
ing codicil to the will:—‘‘ Whereas by my said will I have bequeathed 
my watch to my granddaughter Mary, and my brooch containing a 
portrait of my late husband to my granddaughter Jane, and I have given 
to my son Daniel the sum of £50, and to my brother Sandum the sum of 
£19 19s., now I hereby revoke and make void the said legacies and 
bequests in my said will contained in favour of the said [mentioning the 
names of the four legatees], and declare that my said will shall be read 
and construed in all respects as if the names of the said [mentioning the 
names of the four legatees] had not been inserted therein, and in all other 
respects I confirm my said will.’’ The question was whether the legacy 
of £200 to the granddaughter Jane had been revoked by the codicil. 
Kay, J., held that it had. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
They were of opinion that, the gift of the legacy by the will being clear, 
there was not a sufficiently clear indication of intention in the codicil to 
revoke it.—Counsg1, Byrne, Q.0., and Farwell ; Warrington; A. L, Ellis. 
Soxicrtors, D. P. Boote ; Marsland, Hewitt, § Everitt. 


Re HORNE'S SETTLED ESTATE —No. 2, 17th May. 


Serrtep Lanp—Trust ror Sate—‘' Person For TIME BRING BENEFI- 
CIALLY ENTITLED TO INcoME UNTIL SsLg’’—Power or TENANT FOR 
Lire—Setrtep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 63. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 457). The 
question was whether an estate devised on trust for sale was ‘‘ settled 
land’’ within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, 1&82, and capable of 
being sold under that Act, there being in the will a provision that the 
laud should not be sold until the expiration of a specified time. Section 
63 of the Act provides that ‘‘ Any land which, under or by virtue of any 
deed, will, &c., is subject to a trust or direction of sale of that lend, and 
fur the application or disposal of the money to arise from the sale, or the 
inccme of that money, or the income of the land until sale, or any part of 
that money or income, for the benefit of any person for his life ur any 
other limited period, or for the benefit of two or more perso1s concur- 
rently for any limited period, - shall be deemed to be settled 
land, . . . and the person for the time being beneficially entitled to 





the income of the land until sale shall be deemed to be the tenant for life 
thereof; or, if two or more persons are so entitled concurrently, then 
those persons shall be deemed to constitute together the tenant for life.” 
The testator, by his will, made in 1874, devised his real estate to trustees 
in fee, on trust for sale ; ap ee always, that notwitLstanding anythin 
thereinbefore contained, his freehold aay cme at M. should not be sol 
until the expiration of twenty-one years from the date of his will. And 
he directed that real estate should, for the purpose of transmission, be 
impressed with the quality of personalty from the time of his death. The 
income until sale was to be applied in the same way as the income arising 
from the investment of the proceeds of sale. The proceeds of sale were to 
be invested and the income paid to the testator’s wife during her life or 
widowhood, and after her death or marriage again the capital was to be 
held in trust for the testator’s children, being sons, who should attain 
twenty-five, and, being daughters, who should attain twenty-five or 
marry under that age, and, if more than one, in equal shares. And the 
testator empowered his trustees to apply the whole, or such part as 
might be required, of the annual income of the share to which any child 
might be entitled iu expectancy under the trusts for or towards his or her 
maintenance or education, and he directed his trustees to accumulate the 
unapplied surplus of such income in augmentation of the share whence 
such income should have proceeded, and eventually to devolve iu like man- 
ner. The testator’s wife died in his lifetime; he died in February, 1888. 
He left six children. An originating summons was taken out to deter- 
mine whether the M. estate could be sold under the Settled Land Act. 
The period of twenty-one years bad not expired. Two of the children 
had attained twenty-one, but were under twenty-five ; the other four were 
infants. The six children were plaintiffs ; the trustees of the will were 
defendants. North, J., held that section 63 did not apply, aud that the 
M. estate could not be sold under the Act. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Fry, and Loras, L.JJ) affirmed the decision. 
They doubted whether there was a ‘‘trust for sale’’ at all within the 
meaning of section 63, but said that at any rate it was clear that at pre- 
sent there was no person ‘‘ for the time being beneficially entitled to the 
income of the land until sale.’’—CounsgL, Warlters Horne; L. E. Shad- 
well, Soxtcirors, Horne § Birkett. 


YARMOUTH v. FRANCE—No. 2, 17th May. 


Neciicence— Employer AND WoRKMAN—DRIVER EMPLOYED RY WHARF- 
INGER—Vicrous Horsse—‘‘ Workman ’’—‘' PLant’’—VoLkNTI NON FIT 
Insunta—Emptoyers’ Lianriity Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. o. 42), 8. 1. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Lord Esher, M.R., and Lindley 
and Lopes, L..JJ., sitting as a divisional court (19 Q. B. D. 647), and 
(Lopes, L.J , ee allowing an appeal by the plaintiff from the 
judgment in favour of the defendant given by the judge of the City of 
London Court, and granting a vew trial. The action was brought under 
the Employers’ Liability Act by the plaintiff, who was in the employment 
of the defendant, a wharfinger and warehouseman in the City, to recover 
compensation for injuries sustained in driving (in the course of his duty) a 
horse belonging to the defendant which was of an extraordinarily vicious 
nature. The judge of the City of London Court, who tried the case with- 
out a jury, gave judgment for the defendant, holding that the plaintiff 
was a ‘‘ workman” and that the horse was “ plant’’ within the Act; but 
that the plaintiff, by continuing to drive the horse after he had become 
aware of its vicious nature, must be assumed to have assented to tuke 
upon himeelf the risk attending it. The majority of the court held that 
upon the facts a jury might find the defendant to be liable, there being 
evidence of negligence on the part of his foreman, while it was not, in 
their opinion, conclusively shewn that the risk was voluntarily incurred 
by the plaintiff. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal 
without hearing it argued on tie merits. Corron, L.J., said that it did 
not appear seemly that the court should review a decision of the other 
judges of the Court of Appeal. The order would therefore be affirmed, 
with this variation, that the costs of the first trial would abide the result 
of the new trial. If necessary, leave would be given to appeal to the 
House of Lords —Counsgt, Wood Hill; B. F. Williams, Q.0., and Hume 
Williams. Soxicrroxs, H. R. Newson ; Dawes § Sons. 


OTWAY v. OTWAY—No. 2, 10th May. 


Hvuspanp anD Wire—Drvorce Surr—Apvuttrery or Wire—Oosts or 
WIrs. 


The question in this case was whether a wife, who was an unsuccessful 
respondent to an appeal by the husband against a decree for a judicial 
separation, ought to be allowed her costs of the appeal and costs in the 
court below. The husband had petitioned for a divorce on the ground of 
the wife’s adultery ; the wife had petitioned on the ground of the husband’s 
adultery and cruelty. At the trial before Butt, J., it was proved that the 
wife had committed adultery, and that the husbavd had been guilty of 
gross cruelty, and Butt, J..(13 P. D. 12), granted the wife a judicial 
separation, and gave the custody of the children of the marrisge to her. The 
Court of Appeal (Cotton, Fry, and Lopes, L.JJ.) held that there was no 
jurisdicticn to grant a judicial separation when the wife had been guilty 
of adultery. The question then arose whether the wife ought to be 
allowed her costs beyond the amount for which the husband given 
security. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the wife ought to 
be allowed her costs both on appeal and in the court below. Oorron, L.J., 
said that rule 159 of the Divorce Court Rules gave a discretion to the 
judge at the hearing to allow such costs, and in this case Butt, J., had 
exercised his discretion by dismissing the husband’s petition and allowing 
the wife all the costs of defending herself. As regarded the coste of the 
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appeal, his lordship had felt considerable doubt, on the ground that she 
had *een found guilty of adultery. But it was not the wife who had been 
movivg in the Court of Appeal against that finding and hed failed. She had 
been brought before this court by her husband, and cought to have the 
means of properly defending herself allowed to her. She ought, therefore, 
to be allowed her costs of appeal as well as in the court below. As the 
parties in this case were married in 1879, the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, had no application, and the case must be decided wholly inde- 
pendently of that Act. In cases within the operation of that Act very 
ferivus questions as to the liability of the husband might have to be con- 
sidered. Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Bayford, Q.C., and 
Abinger ; Lockwood, Q.C., and Scarlett. Sortcttors, Norman; M. Abrahams. 


Re THE EAST AND WEST INDIA DOCKS 00.—No. 2, 9th May. 


Ram.way Company—APppormnTMENT oF Recerver AND MANAGER—JURISDIC- 
TION—Rarttway Companies Act, 1867, ss. 3, 4. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 322), 
appointing a receiver and manager of the general undertaking of the above 
company. The order was made upun the petition of a judgment creditor 
of the company, under section 4 of the Kailway Companies Act, 1867, and 
the question was whether the company was, within the meaning of section 
3 of the Act, a ‘‘ railway company ’—that is, ‘‘a company constituted by 
Act of Parliament, or by certificate under Act of Parliament, for the 
purpose of constructing, maintaining, or working a railway (either alone 
or in conjunction with any other purpose).’’ Section 4 enables a judg- 
ment creditor of such a company to ‘‘ obtain the appointment of a receiver 
and, if necessary, of a manager of the undertaking of the company,” on 
application by petition to the Coart of Chancery. The East and West 
India Docks Co. was incorporated by Act of Parliament originally for the 
purpose of constructing Soden In 1865 an Act (28 Vict. c. 116) was 
passed to authorize the construction by the London and Blackwall Co. 
of certain railways, to be called the London, Blackwall, and Millwall 
Extension Railway, and to authorize agreements with other companies 
(including the Docks Co.) with reference thereto. Section 59 of this Act 
provided that the Blackwall Co. and the Docks Co. might enter into 
and carry into effect agreements for the construction of the extension 
tailway in or through the property of the Docks Oo., and the use 
aud working of that railway in or through the premises of the Docks 
Co. Section 60 provided that certain articles of agreement between the 
B'ackwall Co. and the Docks Co., dated the 25th of March, 1865, and set 
forth in the schedule to the Act, should be confirmed. The articles of agree- 
meut provided that the Docks Co. should at their own cost proceed to 
make so much of the extension railway as passed through any of their 
property; that so much of the line, when made, should remain 
the absolute property of the Docks Co., subject to such rights of user 
by the railway company as thereinafter provided ; and that the Docks Co. 
should, at their option, if they should think fit, have the management of 
and work ro much of the line as should pass through or over their prop- 
erty. Under the provisions of this Act and agreement and some subse- 
quent amending Acts, the extension line had been constructed and was 
worked for public traffic, the Docks Co having constructed, maintained, 
and worked that portion of the line which was on their own land, and having 
rolling stock of theirown. Chitty, J., held that the Docks Co. was within 
the terms of sections 3 and 4 of the Act of 1867, and he appointed a 
receiver and manager of the whole undertaking of the company. Some 
persons who claimed to be creditors of the company appealed, It was 
contended on their behalf that the Act of 1867 did not apply at all to the 
company, and that, if it did, the order ought to have been limited to the 
railway part of the company’s undertaking, and ought not to have 
extended to their general undertaking. 

Tue Covrt (Cotron, Fry, and Lorges, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the Docks Co. worked a piece of railway which was 
not a mere private siding, but formed part of a public railway, and they 
did this under the authority conferred by the Act of 1865. But for the 
Act of 1865 the Docks Oo. could not have made this railway ; the making 
of it was not within the purposes for which, up to that time, the company 
was constituted. It was true that the Act of 1865 was obtained, not by 
the Docks Co., but by the Blackwall Co. But that was immaterial. Sec- 
tion 3 did not say ‘‘ constituted by its Act,’’ but ‘‘constituted by Act of 
Parliament.”” Even if the Act was passed without the shareholders of the 
Docks Oo. being previously consulted, it was for Parliament to say whether 
they wou’d confer such powers. In his Jordship’s opinion the Act of 1865 
was an ‘‘ Act’ within the meaning of section 3 of the Act of 1867. Sec- 
tion 60 of the Act of 1865 gave Parliamentary sanction to the proposed 
agreement between the companies, and the agreement had force only by 
reason of its confirmation by Parliament. Undoubtedly the Act of 1865 
empowered the Docks Co. to make a railway, with all the consequences 
resulting from it, one of which was that they would become subject to all 
the general provisions of Acts relating to railway companies. The latter 
part of section 3 shewed that it could not be limited to a company which 
was constituted for the purpose only of constructing, maintaining, or 
working a railway, and there was nothing in the section as to the com- 
parative magnitude of the railway and the rest of the undertaking of the 
company. What was the meaning of ‘‘ constituted by Act of Parliament 
for the purpose of constructing, &c., a railway’’? It was argued that the 
railway must be one of the ‘‘fundamental’’ purposes of the company. 
That, if it had any meaning, must mean, one of the purposes for which the 
company was originally formed, and it was admitted that the meaning 
could not be so restricted. In his lordsbip’s opinion the meaning was this 
—if the company depended for its constitution upon an Act of Parliament, 
and if it was constituted in part for the purpose of constructing, maintain- 
ing, or working a railway, it was within the Act. It was true that an Act 











of Parliament did not require or compel a company to make a railway ; 
it only gave the company power todoso. Ifa company, which had power 
to make a railway, had not made any, aud had no rolling stock, the court 
might exercise its discretion by declining to appoint a receiver ; but in the 
resent case the company had made a railway and was working it, and 
Pad rolling stock, and, in his lordship’s opinion, there was power to make 
the order Then was the order too extensive in its terms? His lord- 
ship thought it was not. Section 4 gave large rights to creditors, and he 
could find nothing in it to restrict the words “ undertaking of the com- 
pany ’’ to property connected with the railway. The words must include 
that which the company was, by its constitution and the effect of all its 
Acts of Parliament, authorized to do, and there was no reason why the 
appointment of a receiver and manager should be in any way limited. 
Fry, L J., concurred. Lorzs, L J., thought that, if the language of sec- 
tion 3 was intended to cover such a case as the present, it was most 
unfortunate language to use for the purpose. But, as the other members 
of the court thought that this company came within the definition, he 
would not dissent. He was glad that they were able to come to this 
conclusion, because he agreed in thinking that the case was within the 
mischief of the Act. He agreed also that the order was not too extensive. 
—OCovunser, Byrne, Q.C., and Farwell; Romer, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby ; 
Latham, Q.C., Buckley, Q.O., and Pollard ; Latham, Q.C., and Arbuthnot ; 
Kenyon Parker; Whitehorne, Q.C., and W. Ford; Butcher. So.ictrors, 
Mackrell, Maton, § Godlee; Irvine §¢ Hodges; Freshfields § Williams ; 
Woodhouse, Trower, § Co.; F. C. Mathews § Browne; W. A. Crump § Son. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re SAORE, MAHONEY v. SACRE—North, J., 16th May. 


Wiit—Construction—ANNvUITY—OHARGE ON IncomME-—APPROPRIATION OF 
Funp 1n Consots—NationaL Dest Conversion Act, 1888. 


A question arose in this case, which was the further consideration of an 
administration action, as to the effect of the National Debt Oonversion 
Act. The testator, by his will, gave two life annuities—one of £200 to 
his wi'’e, the other of £400 to Emma Gray. The testator directed his 
executors and trustees ‘‘to appropriate a sufficient part of my estate for 
answering, by the annual income thereof, the several annuities herein- 
before bequeathed, or such of them as shall for the time being be payable. 
And I declare that in case the annual income of the appropriated fund 
shall at the time of the appropriation be sufficient to satisfy the said 
annuities, such appropriation shall be a complete satisfaction of the trust 
to provide for such aunuities; and that, in case the income of the appro- 
priated fund shall at any time prove insufficient for payment of the said 
annuities in full, they shall abate proportionately’; and he directed 
that when any annuity should cease a proportionate part of the appro- 
priated fund should sink into his residue. Under an order made in 
the action, before the usual inquiries had been answered, a sum of money 
was invested in Consols sufficient to produce £400 a year, and was set apart 
to provide for the annuity given to Emma Gray. No provision was then 
made, by way of appropriation, for the other annuity. On the further 
consideration of the action, the question was raised whether Emma Gray 
was entitled to have the loss of income occasioned by the conversion of 
the appropriated stock under the National Debt Conversion Act made 
good by the sale from time to time of part of the capital. On her behalf 
it was urged that the appropriation had not been made under the direc- 
tion contained in the will, and that, if it had been, the effect of the 
National Debt Appropriation Act, and the rules made under it, was that 
she was entitled to have her income made good out of capital. 

Nortu, J., said that the only difficulty he felt was by reason of an ap- 
propriation having been made to provide for one annuity only. Still he 
thought that the appropriation was made in pursuance of the direction 
in the will on the admission of assets by the executors. The annuity was 
expressly charged on income only. The Act, no doubt, contemplated 
cases in which the annuitant would obtain payment out of capital. That 
might well be when the annuity was charged on capital, but it did not 
apply to a case like the present, where the charge of the annuity was 
expressly limited to the income of the appropriated fund.—UovunseL, 
Everitt, Q.0., and Edward Ford; Leonard Field; Ryland ; Swinfen Eady. 
Soricrrors, Rowney § Co. ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Stanley § Woodhouse. 


RICHARDSON v. FEARY—North, J., 15th May. 


Partition —SALE—Request ror SALE BY OWNER OF LESS THAN HALF OF THE 
Prorerty—Discretion or Covurt—Partition Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. 
c. 40), s. 5. 

This was the further consideration of a partition action. By the 
chief clerk’s certificate it appeared that the parties were entitled 
in eighths. The plaintiff, who was entitled to one eighth, and the 
owner of another eighth desired to have the property sold; the 
owners of the other six eighths desired a partition. Section 5 of the Par- 
tition Act, 1863, provides that :—‘‘ In a suit for partition, where, if this 
Act had not been passed, a decree for partition might have been made, 
then, if any party interested in the property to which the suit relates 
requests the court to direct a sale of the property, and a distribution of 
the proceeds, instead of a division of the property between or among the 
parties interested, the court may, if it thinks fit, unless the other parties 
interested in the property, or some of them, undertake to purchase the 
share of the party requesting a sale, direct a sale of the property, and give 
all necessary or proper consequential directions, and, in case of such un- 
dertaking being given, the court may order a valuation of the share of 
the party requesting a sale in such manner as the court thinks fit, and 
may give all necessary or proper consequential directions.’’ It was con- 
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tended, on behalf of the plaintiff, that the onus was on the persons who 
oppesed a sale to shew a reason why the property should not be sold. 

Nortn, J., refused to order a syle, but ordered a partition. He said 
that the difference between the language of section 5 and that of sections 
3 and 4 was significant. Under section 4, when an application for a 
eale was made by the owner or owners of a moiety, the court could not 
refuse to order a sale unless it saw good reason tothe contrary. The 
power given to the court by section 5 was a different one. There were 
no doubt some observations in the judgment of Lord Watson in Pitt v. 
Jones (5 App. Oas. 662) which gave colour to the argument of the 
plaintiff’s counsel ; but the point then decided was a different one—viz., 
whether a party could be compelled to sell his share at a valuation, and 
those observations were inconsistent with the views expressed by the other 
judges. In his lordship’s opinion the court had a discretion to refuse to 
order a sale, unless the party who asked for it could satisfy the court 
that the other parties ought in fairness either to buy his share or to sub- 
mit toa sale of the property. This had not been done in the present 
case.—CounseL, Farwell; Le Riche; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Leonard 
Field ; Vernon R. Smith; P. F. Wheeler. Soutcrrors, Paterson, Snow, § 
Co. ; Le Riche § Norman; Field, Roscoe, § Co.; F. § T. Smith & Sons ; 
H. R. Reynolds. 


Re THE YEOLAND CONSOLS (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 17th May. 


Company—WInpDING up—APPLICATION BY SHAREHOLDER TO HAVE NAME 
REMOVED FROM LIST OF OOoNTRIBUTORIES — INFANCY — ACQUIESCENCE— 
Inrants’ Rexrer Act, 1874, s, 2. 


In this case a question arose whether a shareholder to whom shares had 
been allotted during his infancy, and who had taken no steps after attain- 
ing his majority to have his name removed from the register, was rightly 
fixed on the list of contributories in respect of the shares. In 1882 the 
applicant was a clerk in the office of one Worseldine, who was one of the 
vendors to the company, and to whom certain shares had been allotted in 
part payment of the purchase-money. In May, 1882, the applicant, 
whilst in such employment, was informed by Worseldine, who at that 
time was also a director of the company, that he had caused 600 of the 
shares allotted to him to be pl in the applicant’s name. In May, 
1883, the applicant sought to have the shares allotted to him transferred 
to one Watts, but the company, in June, 1883, refused to register the 
transfer, on the ground that the pro d transferee was a pauper. On 
the 13th of January, 1886, the applicant attained the age of twenty-one 
years. From June, 1883, when the company refused to register the 
transfer, until after October, 1887, when the company went into voluntary 
liquidation, the applicant took no further steps to repudiate the shares. 
He now applied to have his name removed from the list of contributories, 
on the grounds that he never applied for the shares; that no notice of 
allotment was ever sent to him; that, at the time of such allotment, he 
was an infant under the age of twenty-one years; and that, since attain- 
ing the age of twenty-one years, he had done nothing which amounted to 
a ratification, nor was such ratification possible by reason of the Infants’ 
Relief Act, 1874, s. 2. 

Srieiine, J., said the question was whether the applicant’s name had 
been entered on the register without sufficient cause. Primd facie a person 
who was entered on the register was entitled to the shares. They con- 
stituted property which might turn out to be very valuable, or, on the 
other hand, might carry with them only a very serious liability. When 
property was conveyed to a person the law assumed that he ted it, 
but-he was entitled to repudiate it if he did so within a reasonable time. 
In the present case the applicant was aware in 1882 that the shares were 
standing in hisname. From his coming of age until the winding up of 
the company be must be taken to have had knowledge that his name was 
on the register, and he chose to allow it to remain there. He was uncer- 
tain whether or not the property would turn out well. Having chosen 
to allow his name to remain on the register he was bound. @ case 
was not really distinguishable from Ebbet’s case (5 Oh. 302) on the 
ground that in the present case there was no personal application. 
Having s0 acquiesced, he could not be allowed to say that his name was 
entered on the register without due cause. The application must therefore 
be refused with costs. —Counsget, Vernon Smith; Phipson Beale, Q.O. 
Sortcitors, H. H. Wells ; Wilkins, Blyth, § Dutton. 





HIGH COURT.—PROBATE, &c., DIVISION. 
BLACKHALL v. BLACKHALL AND CLARK--1st May. 


Divorce—Costs—Co-rEsPONDENT—QUEEN’S Procror—Costs or InrTER- 
VENTION—Drivorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr c. 85), s. 34—Marri- 
montaL Causes Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 144), s. T—MarrmmonraL 
Causes Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 19), 8. 2. 

This was a husband's suit. On the 25th of April, 1887, the court pro- 
nounced a decree nisi for a dissolution of the marriage on the ground of 
the respondent’s adultery, and condemned the co-respondent in the costs 
of the suit. The Queen’s Proctor afterwards entered an appearance, and 
filed pleas alleging that the decree had been pronounced contrary to the 
justice of the vase by reason of the withholding of material facts, and that 
the petitioner had connived at his wife’s adultery. The suit was reheard 
on the Queen’s Proctor’s intervention before Butt, J., without a jury, and 
on the 21st of March, 1888, the Queen’s Proctor’s intervention was dis- 
missed. Butt, J., made no order as tw costs, but he stated that he should order 
the co-respondent to pay the petitioner’s costs of the intervention if he had 
power todoso. On behalf of the petitioner a motion was now made for 
an order that the co-respondent should pay the petitioner’s costs arising 


out of the Queen’s Proctor’s intervention. It was urged that section 34 of 
the Divorce Act empowered the court to order the co-respondent, after his 
adultery had been established, ‘‘to pay the whole or any part of the costs 
of the proceedings,’ and that the hee Proctor’s intervention, having 
ceainel from the co- ent’s misconduct, was a of the costs of 
the ‘‘ proceedings” in the suit. It was also argued that section 2 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878, had the effect of making any party to the 
suit liable to pay the costs of an intervention, and that the costs in 
question were analogous to the costs incidental to the variation of a mar- 
riage settlement, which latter costs were, since the decision of the court 
in Gill v. Gill and Hogg (3 8S. & T. 359), thrown on a co-respondent 
who had been condemned in the costs of the suit. Crawford v. Craw- 
ford and Dilke (34 W. R. 677) was also referred to. On the other hand, 
it was urged that section 34 of the Divorce Act, 1857, gave the court no 
power to condemn the co-respondent in the costs of the intervention, 
because the power to intervene was only conferred by section 7 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1860, which was three years afterwards. 

Burt, J., said that he could have no power over the costs in ques- 
tion otherwise than by statute. There was much to be said in favour 
of both sides of the question, but the Divorce Act, 1857, could not have 
contemplated the costs of an intervention by the Queen’s Proctor, a 
proceeding which did not exist till three years later. The pre- 
sent motion was unprecedented, and whether the proceedings upon 
an intervention were proceedings in the suit or not, no co-res- 
pondent had ever been allowed to appear in them, and Crawford 
v. Crawford and Dilke shewed that the co- dent had no 
locus standi. The natural inference from this was that the co-respondent, 
having no right to appear in the intervention, could not be made re- 
sponsible for the costs arising out of it, and he must, therefore, reluctantly 
reject the application.—Counset, H. B. Deane; Clay. Soxicrrors, A. 8. 
Hardingham ; Vanderpump § Son. 





WEST INDIAN INCUMBERED ESTATES COURT. 
Re CARSON—May 2, 


Trustge—CuHArce on Trust Estate—Ricut To ENrorcE WHERE Pos!ITION 
As TRUSTEE Gives NO UNDUE ADVANTAGE. 


In this case a conditional order had been made for the sale of the 
Albion Estate, in the Island of Jamaica, upon the —_— of Mr. Don, the 
consignee, and objections had been filed on behalf of Major Carson, the 
owner, and his mother, Mrs. Carson, who was entitled to an annuity. 
The facts, so far as material, are fully stated in the judgment. 

Cuter Uommisstoner Cust.—On the 10th of October, 1887, a petition was 
presented in the above matter by Patrick Cockburn Don, the consignee of 
the Albion Estate in the Island of Jamaica. The above petition stated 
that the Albion Estate formerly belonged to James Carson, who died in 
1872, having devised the estate (with other property) to his son, James 
Simpson Carson, the present owner, in fee, charged with an annuity of 
£1,000 a year — e to the testator’s widow, Sarah Marriott Carson, 
during her life. e petition then stated a deed of conveyance dated the 
23rd of February, 1881, and made between James Simpson Carson of the 
first part, Sarah Marriott Carson of the second part, and Patrick Cockburn 
Don and Richard Pennington of the third part, whereby, in pursuance of 
a family arrangement between James Simpson Carson and his mother, 
Sarah Marriott Carson, the Albion Estate (with other property) was con- 
veyed to Mr. Don, the present petitioner, and Mr. Pennington (who was 
the family solicitor), subject to the said annuity of £1,000, nevertheless, in 
trust for James Simpson Carson and Sarah Marriott Carson, their heirs 
and assigns, as joint tenants. The petition then stated that the estate 
bad, since the death of James Carson the testator, been managed by 
James Simpson Carson, and that Mr. Don, the petitioner, who had been 
consignee of the estate in the lifetime of the testator, had continued to 
act, and was then acting, as such consignee, and that a balance of about 
£9,000 was then due to him upon his account as consignee. The petition 
then stated that it was believed that the value of the estate was insufficient 
to pay this balance, and prayed for a sale of the estate. A conditional 
order having been made on the above petition, objections were, on the 
10th of February, 1888, filed on behalf of James Simpson Carson (who is 
usually described as Major Carson), and his mother, Sarah Marriott Carson, 
on the following grounds:—(1) That the yearly interest on the incam- 
brances did not exceed one-half of the average yearly income of the estate ; 
(2) that by virtue of the conveyance of the 23rd of February, 1881, and a 
deed of family arrangement of even date, Mr. Don and Mr. Pennington 
were trustees of the estate, and that, by reason of such trusteeship, Mr. 
Don was not entitled to any lien on the estate in t of his balance, or 
that, if entitled to snch lien, he could not enforce it by a sale; (3) that the 
accounts rendered by Mr. Don contained exorbitant commissions and 
other overcharges; and (4) that it would be unjust and inexpedient that 
the estate should be sold. [After discussing the Ist, 3rd, and 4th objections, 
and deciding against them, the learned chief commissioner continued :—} 
The principal objection which was insisted upon on behalf of Major Carson 
and Mrs. Oarson was the second, which was based on the allegation that 
Mr. Don had, by accepting the office of trustee under the above mentioned 
conveyance of the 23rd of February, 1881, and the deed of arrangement 
of even date, precluded himself, if not from asserting any lien whatever on 
the estate, at least from enforcing such lien by a petition for sale in this 
court. The deed of arrangement of the 23rd of February, 1881, was not 
stated in the petition, but a copy of it has been produced, and the court is 
in possession of its contents. This deed is a long and elaborate family 
arrangement between Major Oarson and his mother, not only 
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object appears to have been to secure the payment to Mrs. Carson of cer- 
tam yearly sums during her life, and to indemnify her against certain 
liabilities. The deed contains no reference to Mr. Don’s connection with 
the estate as consignee, or to the fact that aconsiderable balance was then 
due to him on his account, but was strictly confined to the relations between 
Major Uarson and Mrs. Carson. With reference to the Albion Estate it 
was provided that the annuity of £1,000 a year given to Mrs. Carson by 
the testator’s will, and all arrears thereof, should, during the joint lives of 
Major Carson and Mrs. Carson and as between them, be held in trust for 
Major Carson, and sink into the estate for his benefit. It was then provided 
that Mr. Don and Mr. Pennington should stand possessed of the Albion 
Estate (the legal estate in which was vested in them by the conveyance of 
even date), upon trust to permit Major Carson to retain possession, receive 
the rents and profits, and have the management thereof, until he should 
make defaultin the performanceof the covenants thereinaftercontained, and, 
subject thereto, to secure the performance of such covenants, with a power 
of sale for that purpose. The deed then contained covenants by Major 
Carson with Mrs. Carson for payment to Mrs. Carson during their joint 
lives of the yearly sum of £2,000, and for her indemnity against certain 
liabilities. The objections to the sale are filed on behalf of Major Carson 
and Mrs. Carson jointly, and they appear by the same counsel, so that for 
the present purpose they must be considered to be acting in unison. It is 
not alleged on behalf of Mrs. Carson that Major Carson has made default 
in the performance of the covenants above referred to, or that Mrs. Carson 
has, in consequence of such default, called upon the trustees to take any 
active eteps on her behalf. So far, therefore, as Mr. Don and Mr. 
Pennington are concerned, the trusts reposed in them by the convey- 
ance of the 23rd of February, 1881, and the deed of arrangement of 
even date have been dormant trusts, similar to the trusts of a term 
limited in an ordinary settlement for securing a jointure. Mr. Don 
and Mr. Pennington could not, by virtue of these trusts, have 
interfered with the management of the estate or even have made 
inquiries as to such management, nor could they, by virtue of their 
office as trustees, have obtained any information as to the trust estate or 
any power over it which would give them an undue advantage over oth-r 
persons. They were from the date of the deed and have ever since re- 
mained dormant trustees. Mr. Pennington does not appear to have ever 
done any act whatever in connection with the estate. Mr. Don, however, 
who was at the date of the deeds, and had been for many years previously 
acting as consignee of the estate, continued to act in that capacity with 
the full knowledge and approval of Major Carson and Mrs, Carson as if 
the deeds had never been executed, and certainly without any intimation 
that his rights or liens would be curtailed or affected thereby. In perfect 
f.ith that his position remained unaltered, he continued to receive the 
consignments and to furnish the necessary supplies for the cultivation of 
the estate, rendering his customary accounts every quarter to Major Car- 
ron. It is contended, however, that, under the above circumstances, andin 
consequence of his having been made a trustee of the above deeds, Mr. 
Don is now precluded from asserting his claim as consignee to have the 
balance due to him raised by a sale of the estate, and in support of this 
contention several cases have been cited, including, amongst others, the 
case of Hamilton v. Wright (9 Cl. & Fin. 111) and the case of Tennant v. 
Trenchard (4 Ch. 537). Both those cases contain strong expressions of 
opinion that a trustee is not only debarred from taking advantage of his 
position as truetee to the prejudice of the cestus que trusts, but is restrained 
from exercising even such legal rights as he may possess, independently 
of the trust, in a manner detrimental to the trust estate of which he is a 
trustee. In the case of Hamilton v. Wright the respondent, being trustee 
of a deed of assignment for the benefit of creditors, bought at an under- 
value an annuity charged upon the debtor’s estate, and it was held that 
he could not enforce the annuity against the trust estate for its full value, 
but only to the extent of the money he had actually paid for it. In the 
case of Tennant v. Trenchard a trustee, under a power in the trust deed, 
acquired a charge on the trust estate, which he sought to enforce by fore- 
closure, and the Court of Appeal, varying a judgment of Giffard, V.C., 
held that, although the trustee was entitled to realize his charge, it must 
be done by a sale and not by a foreclosure, which might operate unfairly 
to the interests of the cestui que trusts. Neither of these cases appears to 
me to support the contention of Major Carson and Mrs. Carson. 
In both these cases the trustee had active duties to per- 
form, which involved corresponding obligations, and the decision in 
each case was not that he should be deprived of his just rights, but that 
he should not enforce them so as to prejudice the trust estate. In the 
first case the trustee was not allowed to set up the annuity which he had 
purchased for more than the amount he had paid for it, but to that extent 
he was allowed the full benefit of it, and in the second case the trustee 
was not allowed to foreclose, and thus acquire the whole trust estate for 
his own benefit, but the estate was ordered to be sold, that being in the 
opinion of the court a proceeding in which the rights of all parties would 
be fairly adjusted. In the present case Mr. Don and Mr. Pennington are 
not trustees with active duties, but are dormant trustees of a legal estate 
to secure the performance of certain personal covenants between Major 
Carson and Mrs. Carson, with which the trustees are in no way concerned, 
und they never have been, nor are they likely to be, called upon to per- 
form any duties whatever in relation to their trust. Mr. Don is, more- 
ever, not seeking in any way to prejudice the rights of any parties 
jn terested in the trust estate, but is claiming, as in Tennant v. Trenchard, 
to have the balance due to him, and which is secured by an equitable lien, 
the validity of which is not in other respects disputed, realized by a sale 
of the estate, the actual amount due to him and the priority of his charge 
being matters for future consideration, Such a claim does not appear to 
me to be in any way inconsistent with the position of Mr. Don as trustee 
under the deeds of the 23rd of February, 1881, or to be affected in any 





way by those decds. The view I have above stated is borne out by the 
case of Re Pumfrey (22 Ch. D 255), which was cited by Mr. Terrell. In 
that case a trustee had advanced money of his own in aii of the trust 
estate on the completion of a purchase of freehold property for the benefit 
of the trust, and the court held, not only that the trustee was entitled toa 
lien on the trust estate in respect of the money so advanced, but to have 
that lien enforced in case of need by a sale of the estate. I am, there- 
fore, of opinion on the above grounds that the second objection urged by 
Major Carson and Mrs. Carson cannot be maintained, and as I have already 
expreseed a similar opinion as to the other objections, I must overrule the 
objections and make an absolute order for the sale of the estate. I think, 
however, that the owner must be allowed his costs of the objections, 
including the costs of the present bearing, and that for this purpose 
Major Carson and Mrs. Carson may be treated as joint owners.—Covunszt, 
Terrell, for the petitioners; Whitehorne, Q.C., and <Armitstead, for the 
owner and the anuuitant, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 2nd and 3rd of 
May, 1888 :— 


Allen, Herbert Elliston Mellersh, Herbert Lewis 

Aylwin, Charles Herbert Bernard Merson, Thomas 

Binny, Steuart Scott Michell, Thomas Field 

Bloxham, William Richard Moon, Walter : : 
Brown, Charles Stubbs Motabhoy, Rustomjee Naorosjee 
Browne, Oscar Nasbet, Alfred 

Butterfield, Sidney Gulielmus Norgate, Percival Edward 
Carruthers, Richard Owen, Thomas Edward 
Chapman, Charles Aubrey Payn, Sydenham Armstrong 
Chapman, Thomas Pearson, Frank 

Chorley, Arthur Reginald Poley, Walter John Weller 
Clarke, Henry Pollard, Henry Tomlin 

Cosens, Alan Press, Edward Payne 

Crowther, John Edward Prosser, William Wozencroft Thomis 
Cruddas, John Swale : Riccard, Norman Hastings 
Cumpsty, William John Richmond-Parry, Lewellyn Erskine 
Dangar, Reginald Neville Rix, Wilton John 

Fall, George Frederic Rowcliffe, Edward Lee 

Field, Bernard Henry Durrant Rowlands, James David John 
Gamble, George Henry Shaw, Grove 

Gill, Henry Howes Courtenay Speeding, James Haberzham 
Gregson, William Harold Spirett, Alfred Hewson 

Hall, Frederick William Stephens, Henry Arthur Dent 
Hampson, Denis Christian Taylor, Arthur — ; 
Harvey-Tucker, Charles William | Thompson, Septimus Constantine 
Haslam, Anderson Toller, Francis Holford 
Henstock, Frank Woodiwis Tottle, Walter 

Hewitt, Tom Edwin Wace, Robert 

Hills, Gerald Hewitt French Wadsworth, Henry Hodgson 
Howard, Percy Watkins, Charles 

Jarvis, Matthew Jervoise Watson, James : 

Jenkins, Charles Griffith Welch, Arthur Frederick Budd 
Jepson, Harold Ernest Wellbeloved, John Kenrick 
Jeram, Frank Ernest Wheeler, George Albert 

Jones, Alfred William Whittingham, Richard 

Knight, William Stanley Macbean Whitworth, Reginald 

Lawrence Jchn Harold Williams, Blair Hamilton Lee 
Leman, Herbert Williams, Henry William 
Lowndes, Frederick William Williams, John Thomas 

Mackay, William Gayer Starbuck | Wimbush, Geoffrey Vernon Barnes 
Marquis, Robert Witherington, Stephen 

Marsden, George Allen Woods, George Calder 

Mason, Charles Eagleton Stuart Wratislaw, Theodore William Graf 
Maxwell, William George Wright, William Aden 

Medcalf, Sydney 





Honours ExAMINATION. 
April, 1888. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distiuc- 
tion :— 

First Oxass. 
[In order of merit.] 

Basil Fletcher, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John Bartlett, 
of the firm of Messrs. Pedley & Bartlett, of London. 

Thomas Tozer Bickford, who served hig clerkship with Mr. Jeffery 
Edwardes Michelmore, of the firm of Messrs. Fori, Lloyd, Bartlett, & 
Michelmore, of London. 

Thomas Slack Strong, who served his clerkship with Mr, John 
Hewetson Brown, of the firm of Messrs. Wright & Brown, of Carlisle ; 
and with Messrs. Gray & Mounsey, of London. z 

James William Rusby, LL B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Thomas Skepper Murr, of London. 
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Percy Meliss Snyth, who served hi3z clerkship with Me. Palgrave 
Simpson, of the firm of Messrs. Simpson & North, of Liverpool ; and 
Messrs. Wynne, Holme, & Wynne, of London. 

Thomas Burland Todd, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stephen 
Ellis Todd, of the firm of Messrs. Crust, Todd, & Mills, of Beverley. 

Richard Barker William Hall, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Mieres Percival, of the firm of Messrs. Howes, Percival, & Ellen, 
of Northampton. 

Szrconp Crass. 


[In alphabetical order. ] 


Oswald Charlton, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Stanton & 
Atkinson, of Newcastle-on-Tyne; and Messrs. Crossman & Prichard, of 
London. 

John Adams Forward, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Forward, of the firm of Messrs. Tucker & Forward, of Chard; and 
Messrs. Geare, Son, & Pease, of London. 

Alfred Hosegood, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Ponsford, 
Joyce, & Davis, of Bardon, near Taunton; and Messrs. Rowcliffes, 
Rawle, & Co., of London. 

Edmund Leach, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Withington, 
Petty, & Boutflower, of Manchester. 

John Lewes Phillips, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Warren 
Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Nicol, Son, & Jones, of London. 

Philip Henry Sharpley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Mountain, of the firm of Messrs. Stephenson & Mountain, of Great 
Grimsby ; and Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., of London. 

Edwin James Turner Webb, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Feltham, of Portsea; and Mr. Arthur Walter Mills, of London. 


Tarrp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 

Percy Oolquhoun Atkius, B.A., LL.M., who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Hollams, Son, & Coward, of London. 

John Gerald Cobb, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. W. H 
Winterbotham, of the firm of Messrs. Waterhouse, Winterbotham, & 
Harrison, of London. 

Henry Allan Izod, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Lovett 
Grundy, of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Izod, & Grundy, of London. 

Thomas Johnes Llewellyn, B.A., who eerved his clerkship with Mr. 
Richard E. Spencer, of the firm of Messrs. Dalton, Spencer, Corbett, & 
Evans, of Cardiff ; and Messrs. Crowders & Vizard, of London. 

Philip Hubert Martineau, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Martineau & Reid, of London. 

William Morgan, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Casimer 
Lambert, of Hull. 

Herbert Woods Parker, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Henry 
Peck, of the firm of Messrs. Mayhew, Son, & Peck, of Wigan. 

Francis O'Neill Peacock, who served his clerkship with Mr. Evelyn 
Sherard Falkner, of Newark-upon-Trent. 

Reginald Rimmer, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Dixon, of 
Liverpool ; and Mr. Russell Gole, of London. 

John Alexander Simpson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Warren Briggs, of Nottingham; and Messrs. Jackson & Co., of London. 

Robert Wheldon, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Kirkley, of 
South Shields. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Fletcher—Prize of the Honorable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value £10 guineas; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 25 
guineas. 

To Mr. Bickford—prize of the Honorable Society of Clifford’s Inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Strong—prize of the Honorable Society of New Inn—value 5 
guineas. 

To Mr. Rusby—prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
guineas. 

To Mr. Smyth—prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
guineas. 

To Mr. Todd—prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Hall—prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 guineas. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Forty-two candidates attended the examination. 


Mr. Bast Fiercuer, whose name appears first in the above list, is the 
son of Mr. William Fletcher, of Esmonde, Old Park-road, Enfield. He 
was educated at University College School, and graduated B.A. at the 
University of London in 1884. It is worthy of observation that the 
winners of the firet place at the three last Final Examinations have all 
been graduates of, or in process of graduation at, the London University. 





SOME RECENT STUDENTS’ BOOKS, 


A Summary or THE Law anp Practice in THB Eccuestrasticat Covrt. By 
a Eustace Smiru, Barrister-at-Law. Turep Eprtion. Stevens & 
aynes. 


The popularity of Mr. Eustace Smith’s work on Ecclesiastical Law 
among law students is now thoroughly established. Considering that 
only ove question is generally set in this subject at the pass and honours’ 
examination of the Incorporated Law Society, we are not surprised that 
candidates are contented with confining their attention to this excellent 
summary. In the present edition, which is increased in bulk by about 
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twenty pages, nearly all the recent cases and statutes are carefully referred 
to, including the Incumbents’ Resignation Act, 1871, Amendment Act, 
1887, and the Extraordinary Tithe Redemption Act, 1886. We observe, 
however, that on page 74 the author has failed to notice the alteration in 
the law relating to plurality effected by section 14 of the 1885 Act—in 
fact, save its name in a foot-note, we fail, after careful search, to discover 
any reference to the provisions of this Act relative to inadequate perform- 
ance of ecclesiastical duties, non-residence, assignment of curates in 
populous benefices, &c. Notwithstanding the writer's laudable desire to 
keep his work within a readable size, we think it would be better not to 
pass over such a statute. 








A Compsenprum or THE Law or Torts. By Huon Fraser, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


Though originally consisting of rough notes of the outlines of the author’s 
lectures delivered at Liverpool, the author’s analysis of the law of torts 
will be read to great advantage as a refresher of memory by students who 
have read any larger work. The author disclaims any intention of pre- 
senting a “cram” book, but his work can be usefully employed for 
‘‘cramming”’ all the same. The book does not aim at any originality, 
but the law is stated with terseness and accuracy. 


An Anatysts or Sneit’s Prrncrptes or Equrry. Wirn Norss, By E. E’ 
Buytu, LL D., B.A., Solicitor. Srconp Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 


This is mainly an analysis of the eighth edition of Snell’s Principles, 
but definitions are occasionally taken from other works. The appearance 
of a second edition so shortly proves that the work must have been found 
useful as a companion, but certainly merely in the capacity of a companion 
leaning on a powerful supporter. Turning to several passages such as 
‘* Powers in the Nature of Trusts,’’ ‘‘ Mistake of Fact,” ‘‘Three Oid 
Forms of Mortgage,"’ we find that, without the principal, the analysis is 
hardly understandable. If, however, the analysis is read, as intended, 
chapter by chapter with the original, and the reader puts in a few ex- 
planatory remarks of his own, he may spare himself the trouble of making 
one for himself. 





Unirep Law Socrety.—May 7.—Mr. F. Minchin Voules moved ‘“ That 
a tax should be levied on all foreign immigrants to this country.’’ The 
following spoke—for the motion: Messrs. Lee-Nash, Goodall, Vidler, 
Aiyangar, Cox, and Green ; against : Messrs. Moyle, Batt, McMillan, Kains- 
Jackson, Common, Yates, and Lazarus. The motion was lost by six votes. 
A resolution of condclence on the death of the late Mr. W. S. Shirley 
was unanimously passed. A resolution was also carried protesting against 
the proposed sale of Barnard’s-inn. The following gentlemen were 
appointed to represent the society at the Congress to be held under its 
auspices in June next :— Messrs. Common, Pearson, Yates, Marcus, Goodall, 
Lazarus, Aiyangar, W. J. Bull, Green, Sherrington, Moyle, and Napier. 
It was announced that Lord Macnaghten had consented to preside at the 
annual dinner to be held in connection with the Congress on the 22nd of 
June 

May 9.—The society held a successful smoking concert at the Duval 
Restaurant, Temple Bar, at which Mr, Lewis Coward took the chair. 

May 14.—Mr. Edward Cutler, Q C., opened the debate by moving :— 
‘‘That the cultivation of some form of art promotes rather than hinders 
success in a learned profession.’” The debate was continued by Messrs. 
Moyle, Marcus, Eustace Smith, Aiyangar, Lazarns, Beaumont Morice, 
Vidier, and Goodall. Mr. Outler having replied, the motion was carried 
by a large majority. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
NATIONAL DEBT CONVERSION ACT, 1888. 


Pay Office (Supreme Court). 

All persons who are entitled, under order of court or other authority, to 
receive dividends on Consols and Reduced Three per Cent. Annuities, 
which have been exchanged for Two-and-Three-Quarter per Oent. Oon- 
solidated Stock, are notified that cheques will be delivered at the Pay 
Office, or will be sent by post, on and after the 22nd inst. as follows: — 
(a) For a quarter’s dividend to the 5th of April, 1888, including bonus 
of 5s. for every £100 of Consols so exchanged; (+) for like bonus on 
Reduced Three per Cent. Annuities so exchanged. Subsequent dividends 
may be claimed at the usual quarterly periods. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Jameus, solicitor, of Wrexham, died on the Ist inst., in his 
eighty-first year. Mr. James, who was one of the oldest solictors in North 
Wales, was born at Wem in 1807. He served his articles with the late 
Mr. Lee, of Wrexham, and he was admitted a solicitor about the year 
1829, and he afterwards became a member of the firm of Owen & James, 
of Wrexham. In 1857 upon the incorporation of Wrexham, Mr. James 
was elected the first town clerk of the borough. In 1879 he resigned the 
the office after holding it for twenty-two years, and he was on that 
occasion presented with his portrait by the subscription of the members of 
the corporation and other Friends. e shortly afterwards retired from 
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practice. Mr. James was a magistrate for the borough of Wrexham, and 
‘. was for many years treasurer of the Wrexham Savings Bank. He 
lad been twice married, and he leaves three sons and three daughters. 
Mr. James was buried at Gwersylld on the 6th inst. 


Mr. Joun Ryatzs, solicitor, of Sheffield, died on the 8th inst., in his 
eighty-fourth year. Mr. Ryalls was the son of Mr. John Ryalls, of Shef- 
field, and was born in 1804. He was formerly a clerk in the office of 
Messrs. Clark & Shepherd, of Burnley, and he was afterwards articled to 
Mr. Henry Broomhead, of Sheffield. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1829, and he had thus practised for nearly sixty years at Sheffield. He 
was & perpetual commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, and 
he had a large private practice. He was at the time of his death in 
partnerrhip with Mr. Leonard Atkinson Ryalls, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1865. Mr. Ryalls was married to the third daughter of Mr. 
Joseph Wager, of Worsborough, and he leaves seven children. 


Mr. Francis Barrow, barrister, late judge of county courts, died at 3» 
Phillimore-gardens, Kensington, on the 13th inst. Mr. Barrow was the 
only son of the Rev. Francis Barrow, and was born in 1821. He was 
educated at Wadham College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
Mathematics in 1841, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1844. He formerly practised on the Home Circuit and 
at the Kent Sessions, and he had for many years an extensive criminal and 
sersions business. In 1876 he was appointed by Lord Cairns to the judge- 
ship of county courts for Circuit No. 20, comprising Leicestershire, Rut- 
landshire, and parts of Lincolnshire, but he resigned on account of ill- 
health. Mr. Barrow was a magistrate for the county of Kent, and he was 
recorder of the city of Rochester from 1867 till about six months ago. He 
was married in 1850 to the daughter of Admiral Thomas Dick. 


Mr. Fareperick Sotty-Fioop, barrister, late Attorney-General of 
Gibraltar, died at Gibraltar on the 13th inst. Mr. Flood was the only son 
of Mr. Richard Solly. He was born in 1801, and he assumed the additional 
name of Flood by royal licence. He was educated at Harrow, and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Easter Term, 1828, and he formerly practised on the Midland Circuit, 
and at the Warwickshire and Northamptonshire Sessious. He was 
Attorney-General of Gibraltar for about fifteen years, and he resigned on 
account of ill-health in 1877. Mr. Flood was married in 1824 to the 
oe of the Rev. Thomas Williamson, but he became a widower 
in : 


Mr. Samvzt Bensamrn Merrman, solicitor (of the firm of Merriman, 
Pike, & Merriman), of 25, Austin-friars, died at his residence at Totten- 
ham on the 30th ult. Mr. Merriman was educated st Winchester. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1836, and he had practised for over half a 
century in the City of London. He was at the time of his 
death in partnership with Mr. James Robert Pike and Mr. 
Thomas Mark Merriman. A correspondent says:—From the date 
of his admission in Hilary Term, 1836, down to three days 
before his death on the 30th ult., Mr. Merriman was in active work, 
having been during that long period absent from his business only on the 
occasion of his short holidays, which were very rare and seldom longer 
than a few days. His great knowledge of his profession in all its details, 
his large and varied experience of practical affairs, and, above all, his 
vigorous personality, cannot have failed to make a deep impression upon 
the many people who were brought into contact with him in the course of 
his long and busy life. His acute and powerful intellect was always at 
the ecrvice of his client, in whose interests he was ready to do anything 
except depart in the slightest degree from the upright and honourable 
path which he always marked out for himself. So strong was this charac- 
teristic that ‘“‘ you may trust Merriman, he is as straight as a die,” or 
some similar expression, was of everyday occurrence with those who 
knew or had business dealings with him. Mr. Merriman was, however, 
very far from being a mere lawyer and man of business—eminent as were 
his qualities in those capacities—but he was in addition a ripe classical 
scholar, taking the keenest interest in classical literature to the last, and, 
moreover, an ardent student of English literature. I believe he usually 
carried in his bag a small edition of Horace to and from his residence, 
occupying his spare moments in reading that poet. In his death his clients 
lose a legal adviser of exceptional competency and experience, and they, 
in common with many others, a firm and true friend and a cultured and 
genial companion. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Barzs, solicitor, of Sudbury, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Sudbury School Board. Mr. Bates is coroner for the borough of Sud- 
bury. He was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Srepuen Lancetot Monckton, solicitor, of Maidstone, has been 
elected Clerk to the East Peckham School Board. Mr. Monckton is also 
clerk to the Maidstone School Board, He was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Joun Apert Farnriexp, solicitor, of 90, Lower Thames-street, has 
been appointed Treasurer to the Koyal Masonic Benevolent Institution. 
Mr. Farnfield was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Mr. Atrrep Wim Cuvep, solicitor, of Malmesbury, has been 
appointed Secretary to the Malmesbury Gas and Ooke Oo., in succession to 
his father, the late Mr. Thomas Henry Chubb. Mr. A. W. Chubb was 
admitted a solicitor in 1848. 

Mr. Naruanret Foprrmncuam Brices, barrister, has been appointed 
Judge of the Petty Debts Ccurt st George Town, Barbadoes. Mr. Briggs 
is the third son of Mr. Augustus Briggs, of Barbadoes. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple, in January, 1880. 











Mr Micuazr. Henry Gatiwey, C.M.G , Attorney-General of Natal, has 
been created a Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. 
George. Sir M. Gallwey was called to the bar in Ireland in 1853. 


Sra Satvatore Navpr, Knight, Judge of the Court of Appeal for the 
Island of Malta, has been created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael 
and St. George. 

Mr. Jonn Westey Suepstone, Judge of the Native High Court of the 
Colony of Natal, has been created a Companion of the Order of St. 
Michael and St. George. 


Mr. Axsert Lewis, Q.C., has been appointed Judge of the Court of 
Appeal in Barbadoes. Mr. Lewis is the eon of Mr. Joseph Lewis, of St. 
Vincent. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1870. He was appointed a Queen’s Counsel for the Island of St. 
Vincent in 1879, and Attorney-General of Tobago in 1881. 


Mr. A.trrep SovruweEtt, solicitor, of Wisbeach, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Chatteris Public Hall Co. Mr. Southwell was admitted a 
solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Cuar.es Peter Layarp, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Solicitor-General of Ceylon. Mr. Layard is the eldest son of Mr. Charles 
Peter Layard, of Colombo, and was born in 1850. He was educated at 
St. John’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the In- 
ner Temple in Trinity Term, 1873. 


Mr. Wituram Srepuen Jonzs, solicitor (of the firm of Jones & Forres- 
ter), of Malmesbury, has been appointed Registrar of the Malmesbury 
County Court, in succession to the late Mr. Thomas Henry Chubb. Mr. 
Jones is clerk to the county magistrates and to the Luchington School 
Board, and under-sheriff for Wiltshire. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1840. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoOLUTIONS. 
Artaur Wrii1am Hvrrert and Jonn Lawrence, solicitors, 165, 
Queen Victoria-street, London. April 1. [ Gazette, May 18. 
Danret Mepcatr and Jonn Mepcatr, solicitors (Medcalf & Medcalf), 
63, Finsbury-pavement, London. March 16. 
Wynne Epwin Baxter, Henry Wriiram Hennrker Rance, and 
Epwarp Mzang, solicitors (Wynne Baxter, Rance, & Meade), 9, Laurence 
Pountney-bill, Cannon-street, London. May 19. [ Gazette, May 22. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Alfred Evans, solicitor, of Liverpool, ascended Snowdon on Sunday 
and safely descended by way of Penypas. Later in the day he started to 
ascend Clonwyn Llywedd, and had climbed about 200 feet, when he missed 
his footing and fell a distance of 150 feet on to a ledge ofrock. The body, 
which was terribly mutilated, was recovered and taken to the Penygwryd 
Hotel. Mr. Evans was only twenty-four years of age. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division for the ensuing Summer Assizes—viz.: Oxford Circuit, 
Denman and Charles, JJ.; South-Eastern Circuit, Pollock, B.; North 
Wales Circuit, Field, J.; South Wales Circuit, Mathew, J.; Western 
Circuit, Huddleston, B., and Day, J.; Home Circuit, Huddleston, B. ; 
Midland Circuit, Hawkins and Wills, JJ.; Northern Circuit, Stephen and 
Grantham, JJ. ; North-Eastern Circuit, Cave and A. L Smith, JJ. 


The Albany Law Journal says that :—‘‘Senator Wade Hampton tells 
this story about Senator ‘Zeb’ Vance’s first case in the North Carolina 
Supreme Court. His client had been worsted in the lower court, and 
Vance took an appeal. It was his first argument in the court, and he 
took great pains with it. When the court came to} render a decision, the 
Chief Justice quoted Vance’s argument in full. As he was proceeding 
Vance looked proudly round at the other Jawyers and cheerfully rubbed 
his hands. To his mind that was the greatest argument ever presented 
to a court. The court read Vance’s argument through, and then said: 
‘For these reasons we affirm the decision of the court below.’ ”’ 


The Alexandria correspondent of the Times says that in the case of 
Limperopoulos v. The Egyptian Government, which has now reached the final 
stage before the International Court of Appeal, Mr. Limperopoulos claims 
from the Egyptian Government £E2,910, the value of 110 obligations pur- 
porting to be signed by General Gordon at Khartoum on April 25, 1884. 
The Egyptian Government denies its liability, its reply being: ‘‘ We re- 
fuse to pay because the documents you hold are either forgeries or, if 
genuine, have been already paid, and are illegally in your possession.”’ 
On the fall of Khartoum the lithographic stone, the paper, the ink, and all 
material for the indefinite multiplication of the Gordon obligations passed 
into the hands of the Mahdists. Theso-called Gordon Bonds once legalized, 
Egypt becomes responsible for a perpetual subsidy to the Mahdists, 
limited only by the extent of their moderation. 


In the House of Commons on the 17th inst. Mr. Brookfield a:ked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been drawn to the fact that 
Barnard’s-inn, one of the inns of chancery, was to be offered for sale on 
the 20th of June next; whether this inn was an ancient corporation 
originally established for the training of law students; and whether the 
sale, if it took place, would divert a public property to private purposes. 
The Attorney-General said: Whavever may have been the original-con- 
stitution of Barnard’s-inn, I believe that, in common with many other 
inns of the same character, it long since passed into private hands, and 
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therefore, to the best of “so belief, under the present sale no property will 


be diverted from public to 


private purposes. 


As the hon. member is 


probably aware, there were and are many other inns in a similar position, 
and they are believed to have been private establishments with a view to 


the study of the law. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date APPEAL + aed APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Fri., May 25 Mr. Pirsied Mr. War. Mr, Carrington Mr, Clowes 
Saturday... 26 Carrington Pemberton Jackson oe 
Monday ... 28 Lavie lowes Pugh Jackson 
Tuesday ... 29 Pugh oe Lavie Carrington 
Wednesday 30 Leach Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Thursday.. 81 Beal Koe Lavie Carrington 
Fri., June 1 Godfrey Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Saturday... 2 Rolt Koe Lavie Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Friday, May ............00 25 Mr. Leach Mr, Seainy Mr. Lavie 
- 26 Beal Pugh 
It i Beal 
Godfrey Ward Leach 
Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Godfrey Ward Leac 
Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Godfrey Ward Leach 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1888. 
COURT OF APPEAL. App motns ex pt-—Orgl 


Appeal Court, I, 

Final and interlocutory appeals from th® 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate» 
Vivorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

{ App. mots. ex pte—org. 

Tues,, May 29 { mots—and apps from ordrs 

t made on interlocutory mots 

Wednesday 3) — apps con- 

Thurs, ....31 f Apps from the Q.B. Final 
‘ Bkeoy apps & apps from Q B 

Friday June 1 i Fival List if necessary 


Monday”... 4 ay from the Q.B. Final 
Tueeday.... 
App. motns, ex pte—org!, 
motos—and apps, from ords 
Wednesday 6 made onint:riocutory mots 
& also apps. from the final 
list if require4, 
Thurs. .... 7...4pps from Q B final list 


. Bkcy apps & apps from QB 
Friday, .--. 8 Final List fat asus 
Bates — reves 9 
Mon. «ese ll apps from Q B final list 
Tuesaay ..12 
‘ App. mots. ex pte.—orgl. 
muts.—and apps. from ords 
made on interlocu ory mots 
and alse apps from th- final 
list if required, 

Thursday meeay from Q pene list 

: kcy apps and apps from 
Friday «...18 Q B final List if necessary 
Satday, .-..16 


Monday .... “19 apps from Q B fical lis: 
TW 06 cle 


Wednesday 13 


App. motns. ex ple.—o-gl. 
mots,—and apps. from 


Wed. corceecee 20<ordrs made on in'erlocu- | 


tory motns and also apps, 
from final list if requ red 
Thursday w0l { Apps from the Q.B. Final 
R Bkcy apps and apps from 
Friday ....22 { Q B final list if neces:ary 
Satarday ..23 


Monday ....25 Apps from Q B Final List 
Tuesday ...26 
App. mots, ex pte—orgl. 
mots—and apps from ordrs 


Wednesday 27 < made on interlocutory mots 
& also apps. from final list 
if required 

Thursday ..28..4pps from Q B Final List 


, Bkcy apps and app; from 
Friday .-..29 °| Q B final list 1f necessary 
Saturday ..3' 0) 

Moo,, July 2; Apps from Q B fisal list 
Tuesdy....... 3) 
App. motns. ex pte—Orgl. 


Mu: ne.— and apps.from ords | 


Wednesday 44 made on interlocutory mtns 
and alco apps. from final 
list if required, 

Thurady.... 5..Apps from Q B final }is‘ 

Frid Bkcy apps and apps from 

me eves 6f Q B final list if n cestary 


| 


mots—& apps from orders 
made on interlocutory mtns 
aod also apps from final 
list if required 
Thursday... 12., nope from Q ane + 
F cy apps ani apps from 
Friday, ... .. 8 Q B final jist if necessary 


Wednes ....11 


Saturday ..14 
Monday....16 Apps from Q B final list 


Tuesday....17 
App motns ex pte—Orzl 
motns—@& apps from orders 
Wednesday 18 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
avd als> apps fiom final 
li-t if required 
19, «App! from Q B Final List 
key apps and apps from 
( Q B final list if necessary 
Bat ..cccce 


21 
Monday. 4) Apps from Q B final list 
Tuesday. vo 


Thursday .. 
Friday ...... 2) 8 


App. moins, ex pte—orgl. 
mote, —and anos, from ords 
Wednesday 25 < made on interlocutory mots 
aod also apps from Fioal 
List if required 
Thursdy....26...Ap's —= oon *, 
Bkcy apps & apps from 
Fridsy .-.27 { Fimat List if necessary 
Saturday 


Monday.00tAP0* from the Q.B, Final 


Tuesday ...31 

App. mots, ex pte—orgl. 

mots,—and apps, feom ords 

made on interl cutory mots 

and also apps from the gen 

list if req sired, 

. 2...Apps from Q B final List 

3 § Bey apps and apps from 
<Q B final list if necessary 


4 Apps from the Q, B, Final 
List 


Wed., Aug. 1 


Thursdoy . 
Friday ..... 





App. mots, ex p'e—orgl. 
{ mots.—and apps. from ords 
Wednesiay 8 < made on interlocutory mots 
{and also apps ‘rom the final 
list if required , 
Thurs. ...... 9 {ope from the Q.B, Final 
. Bkcey apps & apps from: Q B 
Friday .-++10 Final List if necessary 
Saturday ..11...Apps from Q B final list 


N.B.—Admiralty Appeals, with assessors, 
are taken in Appeal Court I. on specially 
appointed days. 


Appeal Court, II. 

Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
vorce), and the County Palatine and 
Stannaries Courts, 


App. mos, ex pte—orgl 
motns — apps. from ords 
Tues. May...29 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
(sep list) and apps from 
general list :f required, 
7 4pps trom the Uhance' 
Wednesday 30 General List ad 


Saturday .. oeuia QB fesl let | Seen ’ oe Palatine = mad 
MODs, ....s0000 pps from nal lis harsda 1 aeanlt ap, 
1 uesday ...« sf ah {i ” 





oat 





Srttne. S600 1 

ane aun 2( Apps from the Chancery 
Monday ...... 4 (General List 

Tuesday ... 5 


App mtns ex pte—Original 
mtas—apps from ords made 
Wedsdy..... 6¢ on Interlocutory m’ns (sep 
jist). @ S, apps fir-m gea 
list if req’ 
County f Palatine Apps, and 
BRIG vccove ct Ai omens apps from 
Chin gen list 
Friday ..... 
Saturdy...+, ; Apvs from the Chancery 
Mon ‘ay... General List 
Tuesdy a 
App mtns ex pte —origi2al 
mtns—appeals from orders 
Wednesday 18 ny on interlocutory mtns 
(sep list) & apps from gen 
list if required 
Thuraday .. ." ) 
Friday «+. Apos from the Chancery 
Gavardey .. 16 = A 
a taf oe ral Lis: 
Tuesday...... 
App mtns ex pte—original 
mtas—appeals from orders 
Weinesday 29 ey ay 7 mtns 
sep Ist), and apps 
bon list if required 


Apps from Chan gen list 





App mtns ex pte—original 
motions—apps from orders 

Wednesday 27 2 made on interlocutory mas 
(sep —_ = opps from 
genera’ list if requir 

Seasstey 00028 

wee coceee 29 

Satu oy Apps from Chan gan list 

Mon., July 2 

T 


App. motns. ex pte—orgl 
motns — apps. from ords 
Wednesday 4 ele en interlocutory mots 
(sep list), ani apps from 
gener al list if required 
County Palatine Apps, and 
Thursday ... aft necessary apps from the 
Chan Gen List 
Friday .... 6 


BSat...-.e0eee 7 Apps from the Chancery 
Monday .... 9(¢ General List 
Tuesday......10 
App. motns, ex pte—orgl. 
motns.— apps. from ords 
Wednesday .11¢ made on interlocutory mots 
(sep ist), and apps fiom 
general list if required 
Thureday .. 
Friday sss» hae from ue Chancery 


Saturday . 

Monday.... 16 General 
Tues,, «017 

Apo mtns ex pte—originsl 
mtns—appeal: from orders 
made on interloc.tory mns 
(sep list), and apps from 

gen list if required 


Wednesday 18 


Thur:day ~a 





x} Apps from Chan gen list 
App. mots, ex pte—orgl, 
mots.—and apps. from 
Wednesday 252 orders mada on interlocu- 
tory mots. (sep list) & apps 
from geueral list if required 
Tuursday ..26 
Friday ....27 
Sat.,  ....284 Apps from Chan gen list 
Monday ....30 
Tuesday ...31 
App mtns ex pte—original 
mtns—appeals from orders 
Wed., Aug 12 made on interlocutory mns 
(sep list), and apps from 
= list if required 
ounty Palatine apps, ani 
Thursday ... afi necessary apps from the 
Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 
Getartey ~ | Apps from Chan gen list 
Tuesday ... 


App. mo!ns, ex pte—or.l. 
motns— apps. from ords 
Wednesday 8 made on interlocutory mots 
(sep list), and apps. from 
general list if required 
Thur. *eeeee 
Friday, ...... | Apps from Ohan gen list 
Saturday . 


wate: ——s (if any) are taken 
in Appeal If. on every Monduy at 
Eleven until further notice, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Ohancery Court, I. 

Mar. Justices KAY. 

Tues., May 29,..Mots,, adj. sums, & gen pa 





ba a "st tf General pap>r 

Friday, Jan: 1.. — alj =e an, pa 
‘ots., Sib s1usd, adj] sams, 

Saturday .. 2 & gen. pa ° 

MoR.,......... 4 


Taes, ...... 5 
Wednesday Hoo paper 
Thursday .. 

Friday, .... 8...Mts, adj sms & gen ps. 
Saturday .. 9 1 Pets., sht. caus., adj sums, 


& gen. pr. 
Monday ....11 , 


T sevesconll 

Wed, 13 ¢ General papsr 

Thurs ....14 

Priday ....15,.Mocns, adj sms, & gen. pi, 


Satrdy . ° OF . sht. caus, adj. sumay 
iy a pa 
Monday soeel8 


, Ne @ 

Wed ~ 20 ¢ General prper. 

Thurs. ......21 

Friday ....22...Motns. all, sume & gen pa 
Saturday ...23 { Pets, sht, caus., a1j suns. 


& gen. pa 
Mondey....25 me 
‘Cuesday....26 
Wednesday 27 
Thursday ..28 
Friday speiiiite -Motns, adj sums, & gen. pa, 
Saturday 90 | Bigot , sht. caus., atj. sums, 


& gea. pa 
a July 4 
ae eee 
Wednesday {ome papsr 
Thursday .. 5 
Fr day .... 6,.,Mots., adj. sums. & gen. pa 
Saturday .. a Pets, sht causes, adj sums, 


Gsueral papor. 


& gen ps 
SOR, covseoeee ® . 
asday ...... 
Weinesiay i General paper. 
Toursday .. 
Friday .. es .Mots,, adj sums, & gen pa 
Saturday “ie ‘| ee » a4), suns 
or a ” 
Ay...e.el 
wea? hve a General paper, 
Thurs, ....19 


Friday ......20,.Mots. adj sums, & gen. pa. 
Saturday ...21 be Pots, sht caus, adj euas & 


paper 
Mon., ......28 

Toes. -osco3l General paper, 
Thursday ...26 


Friday ine He -Mots, adj sums & gen pa 
Saturday ...28 Co — = causes, &tj suns, 


Monday ...... 30 
ruesiay...... 31) 
Wed., Aug. 1 
Thareday.., 2 
Friday ...... 3 
Saturday .., 4 | Remaining mts, remaining 


Monday ...... 6 * pets, adj sums & gen pa 
fue-day...... 7 
Weduesday 8 
Thureday ... 9 
Friday . ..10 
Saturday ..,11~ 





Aay cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must 
be left in court with the judge's officer 
the day before the cause is to be put int» 
the paper. 


Chancery Court, IIT. 
Mr, Justice CHITTY, 


tne Ee e. -Motas. & non wit list 
Wednesday 

pn al aif Non wit list 
Friday, susie 1 be continued & non wit 


Pets, sht. causes, Procedure 
Saturday .. 2) sumus, opposed pets, & 
non wit list 
Monday...... 4...Fur cons and non wit list 

Tuessay ...... 5 
Wednesiay 6 >Non wit list 
Thursday ... 7 


friday .... 8.,Motions and non wis list 
Pets, shv. causes, opposed 

Sa‘urday ... 9 | re 8, Procedure sumn:, & 
non wit ist 

Monday overedaas ..Fur cons and non wi’ | ‘st 

Tussiay.... 

Wednesday is Non wit list 

Thars, ...... 4 

Friday, ....15.,.Mns and non wits list 


Pets, sht causes, Prove lure 

Saturday ..16 (sume Oppose! pets, ani 
Don wit list 

Monday ....18.,,Fur cons & non wit list 

Tues. ...6..19 

Wed. ..... “— Causes with wits 

Toursday .. 

Friday ses 23. Motas. & non wit list 


sht. causes, Ms 4 
Bator lay 


Pets, 
- +23 pets, — sumas, & 
non wit list 
| Monday......25. Far cons & non wits list 
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Tuesday... 26 

Wee, coscat } Cautes wih witnesses, 

Tharsday ..28 

Friday ....29..Motions & non wit list 
Pets, sht. causes, procedure 

Baturdey ..30{emns, opposed pets, & 
non wit list 

Mon., July 2..Fur cons & non wit list 

Tuerdy .... 3 

Wed, «+ 4) Causes with wits 

Thera, .... § 

Friday, .... 6 .Motions and non wit lit 
Pets, sht causes, opposed 

Bat .cccvoce 7 pet Procedure smn, & 
non wit list 

Monday...... 9..Fur cons and not wit list 

Tuesday ...10 

Wednerday 11 Causes with wits 

Thursday ...12 

Friday ....13.-Mots. & non wit list 
Pets., sht. caue., opposed 

Saturday wtf pete, Procedure sums, & 
general paper 

Monday....18..Fur cous & non wit list 

Tuesday ...17 

Wedns. .... is} Non wit list 

Thursday ...19 

Friday ......20..Motions and non wits list 
Pets., sht. causes, procedare 

Saturday arf sums, opposed pets, ard 
- wit list 

‘urther considerations and 

Mon., ecevee 23 { Non wit list 

Tuesday ...,24 ’ 

Wednesday 25} Non wit list 

Thurslay ..26 

Friday, ..,...27...Motions and non wit list 
Pets, short causes, oppo:ed 

Batardy....28| pets procedure sums, and 
non wit list 


Sat .cccccce 4 
6 








Remaining mtaos remaining 
>pts, adj smns (Procedure) 


i ae 7 | and non wits list 


Wednes..... 8 
Thurs,, Mar 9 
Friday ......10 
Saturdy,....11 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the same 
can be put in the paper to be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
with the judge’s officer the day before the 
cause is to be put into the paper. 





Chancery Court, II. 
Ma. Justice NORTH. 


Tues., May 29 
Wed. .........30 } Adj. sums. 
Tharsdy .- 31 


Friday, June !...Motns, & adj. sumrs 
Sa.urday .. 2...Sht. caus, pets., adj. sumns 
4 





Wednesday 6 
Thursday ., 7 
Friday ...... 8..Motns. & adj. sums. 
Saturday... 9..Sho:t caus, pets, adj sums 
Monday ....11 
= General paper. 
Thursday ...14 
Friday ....15...Mtns and adj sms 
Saturday ...16...Sht. causes, pets, adj sums 
Monday ....18 
Wed. 730 { General paper. 
Thursday ...21 
Friday, ....22..Mtns, & adj sumns 
Saturday ..23..Sht, caus., ptns. adj. sumos 
MOB., 40625 
Weansiay..27 ¢ oeneral paper. 
Thursday ..28 
Friday ....29...Mots. & adj, sumns 
ae 30...Sht caus, pts, & adj sms 
—— July ; 

ue«dy..... ‘ 
Wednesday 4 General paper 
Thur, «. 5 , , 
Friday .... 6 .Motions & adj. sumns 


Saturday .. 7..Sht caus, pts, & adj sms 


oe a General pape- 








Weds 22211 4 General paper. 


Thursday ..12 
Friday ....13..Mtns and adj sms 

Sat ........ 14..8ht caus, pets, & adj smns. 
Monday ......16 

Wedness..sc18 ¢ General paper 

Thurs., ....19 

Friday ....20...Mtns and adj sms 
Saturday ..21..Sht. caus, pets. adj. sumns. 
Mon. ......23 

Weadnaday..23 ¢ Generel paper. 

Thursd .... 

Friday ...27..Mtns and adj sms 

Sat., .0-... 23..,8ut caus, pts, & adj sms 
ee 

Tuesd, ...... 3l 
Wed., Aug. | 
Thursday .. 2 


General paper. 














Friday .... 3...Misa'duajsus 

Saturdy .... 4...Pets. & adj, suns. 

~ rene {She — Se mots, 

mia 7) pe's, & aij sums 

Weinesday 8} Motions 

Thursdy ... 9) 

Friday, ...... 10 Remaining mots & gen pa 

Sat, worevecel 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause-book 
at least one clear day before the same can 
be put inthe paperto be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
with the judge's clerk the day before the 
cause is to be putin the paper. 


Lord Chancellor’s Court. 
Mr, Jvatice STIRLING 


Tues , May...29.,,Mots, fur cons, & gen pa 

oe ee ‘ 

Thare, 31 } Fur cons & gen pa 

Friday, June 1... Mots, fur cons, @ gea pa 
short caus, pets, fur con’, 

Gat .cccrcoe 2 1 & gen pa. 

Monday.... 4...Sitting in chambers 

Tusdy. ....0. 5 

Wednerday 6 >General paper. 

Thursday A 7) 

Friday .... 8..Mts, adj sms and gen pa 

» Sht caus, pts, aj sms, an! 

Saturday ... ia 

MORis ces6s0 11.. Sitting ia chamb ss 

Tuesday ...12 

Wednerday 13) General paper 

Thursd .y wilt) 

Friday ....15.,Mots.adj sums, & gen. pa. 
Sht, caus., pets., adj. sume, 

Saturday ..16 i. ce 

Monday...... 18.. Sitting in chambers 

Tues. ......19 

Wed, ae) General paper 

Thursday ..21 

Friday, .+e.22..Motns. adj sums. & gen. pa 

Saturday yy pets, adj sumns, 

Monday ....25.. Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday...... 26 

Wednesday 27 General paper, 

Ibureday ...28 


Friday ...... 29..,.Mtns, adj sums & gen pa 
{ Sht causes, pets, adj sums, 
Saturday +130) g gen pa 4 


Mon., July 2...8itting in chambers 
Tuesdy. ......3 

Wed., .. ... 4? General paper 
Tharsd or 






“ 6...Mtns, adj smns, and gen pi 


Friday, . 
, | Sht. caus, pet-. adj. sums 
Sat. .eereeee 7) ong gen _ 
Mon,, ......... 9..Sitting in chambers 
Tusdy., ...... 10 
Wed, ll { General paper 
Thursday ..,'2 
Friday ......13...Mots, adj suns, & gen ta. 


. f § Sht causes, pets., adj suas 
Saturday .. 14) @ gen pa 

Monday ...... 16..,8itting in chambers 
Tuesday.....17 

W-dnesd«y 18 > Genera! paper. 

Thuracay ...19 


Friday 20..Mots. a tj. sumns. & ger. pa 
Saturday ...21 pa caus, pets, dj sums, 
& gen, pa. 

Mond..... +s..-23,,, Sitting in chambers 
Tues., -. .24 

Wei., 123} General paper. 
Thursday ...26 


Friday, ....27...Mo's, adj sums - gen pa 
8 8, pets, ad) sums 
Saturday ...23 ioe ss & 
Mond., ...... $0...ditting in cham bers 
Tues ]......3l 
Wed., Aug 1 Genera pap-r 
Thursday .. 2 
Friday ...- 3...Motions — 
¢ Snt. causes, remaining ps, 

Saturdy.... 4, adj. sns., and gen pa 
Monday ...... 6...Sitting in chamt ers 
Tuesday ... 7) Mtne, remaining pets, a4j 
Wednesday 8) rumnes. and gen pr. 
Thors, .... 9...Motions 
Friday ....10 ) Remaining mtns, a j sms 
Saturdy,....11 § & gen pa 
N.B.—Witness canses will be comm-nc:d on 

Tuesday, June 5. 


Any cause intended to be heard as a sho't 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, in- 
cluding minutes of the proposed judg- 
ment or order, must be left with the 
judge’s elerk one clear day before the 
cause is to be put intv the paper. 


Chancery Court, IV. 
Me, Justice KEKEWICH, 


Subject to arrangements for Interloeutory 
Business Actions for Trial will be taken 
on every day of the Sittings, from 29th 
May to llth August, both inclusive 

Motions in Liverpool and Manchester 
Business will be heard on Friday, June 


lst, and in every subsequent week on | 
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same Registries will be heard on Friday 
afternoons, Liverpool and Manchester 
Summonses being taken on alternate 


Saturdays. Other Interlocutory Busi- 
ness from the Liverpool District Regis- 
try will be taken on Friday, June Ist, 
and the like Business from the two Dis- Fridays, commencing with Liverpool 
tiict Registries will be taken in subse- Summonsegs on Friday, June lst. 

quent weeks on alternate Saturdays | On other days Actions transferred for 
Trial only will be taken in the order in 


commencing with Manchester Business 
the Cause List. 


on Saturday, June 9th, 
Summonses in Chambers issued in the 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALMADA AND TrrRiTo Co., LimiTep.—Petn for winding up. presented May 18, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on June 2. Wilkins & Co, Gresham 
House, solors for company 

BAVARIAN BREWERY Co., LimitFp —Petn for winding up, presented May 17, 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, June2. Foster, Queen 
st pl, solor for petner a 

BAVARIAN BREWERY Co., Limited —Pctn for winding up, presente! May 17, 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, June 2. Plunkett & 
Leader, St Paui’s churchyard. solors for petner 

GREAT NORTHERN Ics Co., LuwiTep.--Petn for winding up, presented May 14, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on June 2. Clarkson & Co, Carter Jane, 
tage commons, agents for Grange & Wiotringham, Great Grimsby, solors 
or petners 

INTERNATIONAL INVESTMENT AND GANERAL AGENCY, LIMITED.—Petn for windiog 
up, presented May 17, directei to be heard before North, J., on June 2. 
Ashton, Sackville st, Piccadiily, solor for petner 

WILLOWs STERL Co. LimirED.—Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J.,on June2. Tamplin & Co., Fenchurch st, solors 
for petner 

CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BIRKDALE VICTORIA BREWERY Co, LimiTED.—Vice-Chancellor has fixed Thura- 

day, May 31, at 2, at 9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official 


liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
UNITED BRETHREN SOCIETY, Mansel’s Arms, Llanelly, Carmarthen. May 12 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. " 
Court LILY OF THE VALLEY, Ancient Order of Foresters’ Friendly Society, 
Joiners’ Arms Ion, Glyn Neath, Neath. Glamorgan. May 16 
HAND OF FRIENDSHIP FRIENDLY SocrgTy, Co-operative Rooms, Earls Barton, 


Northampton. May 16 
TRADESMAN’S FRIENDLY Socigty, Bell Inn, Market Harborough, Leic>ster. 


May 16 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

GENERAL HOUSEHOLD StTorzEs Co, Liuitsp.—Petn for winding up. presented 
May 17, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on June 2, Smith & Cy, 
Bread st, agents for Wright & Co, Leicester, solors for petner 

HARBINGER (SWANSEA) STEAM SHIP Co, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has, by an order 
dated May 1, appointed Oscar Berry, 6, Arthur st East, Lond n Bridge, to be 
official liquidator 

JosEPH RICHARDSON & Co, LruiTeD.—Chitty, J., has fixed June 1, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

WILKES METALLIC FLOORING AND EUREKA CONCRETE Co, LIMITaD.—By an 
order made by Stirling, J., dated May 12, it was ordered that the c »mpany be 
wound up. Nicholson, Ely pl, Holborn, solor for petners t 

WITWATERSRAND GOLD FIELES SYNDICATE, LIMITED.--Petn for winding up, 
resented May 16, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, June 2. 

yers, South sq, Gray’ inn, solor for the petners 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

York BuriipiIncs WATERWORKES.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated May 12. 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Freshfields & Williams, Bank 
bidgs, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

ALBIOY ye SocIETY, 8, Clarance grove, 150, Heyworth st, Everton, Liver- 
pool. ay \7 aes 

DirrisHaM WoMEN’s CLUB, Schoolroom, Dittisham, Devon. May 16 

KINGSLAND FRIENDLY SOcrETyY, Red Liou Lnn, Kingsland, Hereford. May t5 

STsk OF Hore LopGE, London and North-Western Railway Hotel, Blackburn, 
Lancaster. May 16 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, oS. : 
._LLEN, GEORGE, Field, Stafford, Farmer. June il. Shaw v Beardmore, Stirliag, 
. Flint & Flint, Uttoxeter . 
BLACKMAN, EDITH ALMA, Holland rd, Kensington. June 5. Hart v Blackman, 
North, J. Bilton, Essex st, Strand i R 
Bray, HENRY, Nottingham, Decorator. Jane4. Nottingham Joiat Stock Bank 
v Bray, Kay, J. Hind, Nettiogham 
EDWARDS, JOHN SCARR, Honor Oat, Kent, Printing Inn Manufacturer. June 7. 
Piitchard v Edwards, Stirling, J. Andrews, &ssex st, Scrand 
Farrow, JOSEPH, Quadsing, Lincoln, Farmer. May 25. Hopkins v Farrow, 
Kay,J. Norledge, Newark 
Gay, HENRY VENNER. Box Hill. Dorking, Gent. May 21. Lancaster v Gay, 
Chitty, J. Marsden & Son, Queen st, Cheapside ‘ ‘ 
Lorr, Lucy ExizaBETH, Liverpool. May 28. Lott v Townsend, Chitty, J. Gilks, 
Lincoln's inn fields 
Warp, HENRY WILLIAM, Eldon pk, South Norwood, Gent. Junei2. Wilsonv 
Wilson, Chitty, J. Barraud, Canuon st 
London Gazette.—FRipaY, May 11. 
CARLTON, CARLTON WATSON, Chalfont St. Peter’s, Bucks, Gent. June 9, Carlton 
v Barrow, Kay, J. Taylor, Moorgate st 
WHITE, FRANK PROFFIT, Little Bourton, Oxford, Farmer. June 5, Brown v 
White, Kay, J. Munton & Uo, Banbury 
Gazette.—TuusDAY,.Mayl5. . 
BAXTER, SAMUEL, Homestead, Hornsey lane. June 1. Obicini v Baxter, Kay, 
J. Pym, Old Je ; 
HArRRIson, ELIZABETH Mary, Teddington. Harrison v Devereux, 
North, J. Rivington, Fenchurch bldgs 


June 9. 
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YATES, Sypnry Ropenxt, Blackburn, Engineer. June 1. Dickinson v Yates» 
tegistrar, Preston, Wilkinson, Blackburn 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 18. 
CHarpLe Joun. Carter lane, Solicitor. June 13. Stone v Chapple, North, J. 
Willcocks, Gt Ye at, Westminster 
Grout. JoHN, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. June 15. Gayford v Grout, 
ay,J. Brooke, ondbri ridge 
MortTrmmer. Henry TxHomas, Leicester, Builder, June 13, Pochin v Mortimer, 
North, J. Harris, Friar lane, Leicester 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 22. 


WOooLL, JOHN, Ope. Cambridge, Farmer. June 23. Dawbarn v Dearlove, 
Chitty, J. Webber, Upwell 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Clam. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 15, 


AYLARD, JOHN MATTHEW HAswé& Lt, River st, Pentonville, Type Founder. June 
14. Routh & Co., Southampton st. 

BacHus, WALTER Eastbourne terr, Hvde Park, Professor of Music. June 11. 
Saxton & M«rgan, Somerset st, 

BEASLEY. oa. Upper Hamilton terr, St. John’s Wood, Esq. June 40. 
Nash & Co, Queen st 

BECKETT, MARGARET, Johnstone st, Blackburn, June 9. Malam Bros, Blackburn 


BrEpparpD, Emma, Birchfield rd, Aston Manor juxta Birmingham. June 10, 
Gateley, Birmingham 
Buake, JOHN ALoysivus, Westland row, Dublin, Esq. June 26, Ward & Co, 
Gray’s inn square 
Borg, WILLIAM, Ryde, Isle of Wight, a Commander in the Royal Navy (Revenue 
Service). Junet. Vincent, Ryde 
Downes. hg Kilburn pk road, Paddington, Builder. June 16. Tilley, 
igh rd, N. 
= ——, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Builder. June5. Mossop & Mossop, 
ong Sutton 
CORTLANDT, HENRY CHARLES VAN, Onslow crescent, South Kensington, 
aa and Companion of the Bath. July 31. Horsley, Guildhall cham- 


om, ANNE, Lowestoft, Bookseller and Stationer. May 30. Nicholson, 
owestoft 
FountaIn, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. June1. Holden & Co, Hull 


Fox, LEONARD, late an inmate of the Greenwich Union Infirmary, Baker. June 
8. Lockyer, New Cross r 
GIBBINGS, THOMAS, Guilford st, Russeleq. July 5. Styan, Stone bldngs 


GorToN, JAMES, Blackburn, Watchmaker. June9. Malam Bros, Blackburn 


Guanes, Baase, Eldon villa, Croydon, Fruit Broker. June 30, Drake & Co, 
ond iane 
om. JamMEs, Gt Portland st, Baker and Confectioner. June 14, Christmas, 
annon st 
GULSTON, AUGUSTA CATHERINE, Derwydd, Llandilo, Carmarthen. June 10. 
Trollope & Winckworth, Abingdon st 
HALtt, ZACCHARY, Wirksworth, Derby, Farmer. May 29. Stone, Wirksworth 


HamittTon, ROBERT WEEES, Bri:tol, Window Blind Manufacturer. June 12. 
Strickland & Roberts, Bristol 

coe = LUME, Cambridge, Retired Baker. June 12, Fosters & Lawrence, 

Jam brid 

HAyYsEs, JOHN, Wevastecs Vale, Lene vor Liverpool, Rope Maker. June 20. 
Pay ne & Frodsham, Liverpool 

Hitt, BENJAMIN, Cwmdwr Clydach, Llangefelach, Glamorgan, Gent. June 12. 
‘Jones, Swansea 

JERRELL, ANN, Grange st, Hoxton. June 26. Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 


JOHN, LEwis, St David’s cottages, Frog st, Tenby, Mason. June 2. Lock, 
mby 
LLEWELLYN, WILLIAM, West Derby st, Liverpool. July 1. Eaton & Son, Liver- 


pool 
MILFORD, JOHN, Coaver, Heavitree, Devon, Esq, June 30, Tozer & Co, Exeter 
MortTisoy, JAMES, Magdala rd, Upper Holloway, Grocer. July 1. Mayhew & Co, 


Gt George st 
Payee. anes ANN, Ponsonby pl, Westminster, Baker. June 30. Perrett, City 
an gs 
PINCHIN, JOHN, Forest lace, West Ham, Esq. June ts. Stones & Co, Finsbury 
circus 


POOLE, JOHN WILLIAM, Chesterfield st. Toxteth pk, Liverpool, retired Major in 
Her Majesty’s Service July5. Styan, Stone bldgs 

Pyr, ass, Parade grouud, Hackney rd, Chester. June 26. Pye, Eversley pk, 

hester 

RICHARDS, WILLIAM PHELPs, Albion Brewery, Shepherd’s Bush, Brewer. June 
10. Hargrove & Co, Victoria st 

—« ~ ROBERT, Trinity villa, Colchester, Gent. Juneil. Pope & Co, Col- 
chester 

SiaceRs, MarTHA, Eliot Vale Cottage, Blackheath. July1. Gasquet & Met- 
calfe, Idol lane 

SILVERTOP, HENRY CHARLES, Minster Acres, Northumberland, Esq. June 30. 
Markby & Co, New sq 

Sirus, Frances ANN, Avon grove, Westbury on Trym, Gloucester. June 30. 
Turner & Chanter, Wotton under Edge 

a Wern House Neath. Glamoryin, Gent. June12. Taliesin Davies, 
Neat 

STAREs, JOSEPH, Winchester be Romsey, Blacksmith and Locksmith. June 9, 
Tylee & Mortimer, Rom 

a BENJAMIN WILSON, Sheffield, Accountant, &c. June 30. Wilson, Shef- 


TANNER, MARY, Exeter House, Winchester. June 20. Moodie & Mills, Basing- 

Tapp, Wr1L1AM HEATHOOTE, Captain in H.M. Welsh Regiment. June 30, 
"Markby & Co, New sq 

——. PHILIP, \oughburough pk, Brixton. June 30. Drake & Co, Rood 

Wan, JOHN BARBER, ious Sion, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer. July 4. Oripps 


Son, Tunbridge W 
Wanea, CHARLES TUENER, . Esq. June 30. Markby & Co, New sq 





WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. uae ~ yy 4 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroug’ examined b 
expert from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., I ictoria-st. ext 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. &c.—( AD VT. ] 


AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
ae pcm aoure , W. Ken m, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 


suffering nearly 40 years cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ADvrT.] 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Cannes, Se 32 James, East Greenwich, Barge Owner Greeawica Pet April 
23 ir ay il 
Broom, JAMES, Morthoe, Devon, Butcher Barnstaple Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Burasss, James, Trowbridge, Draper Bath Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Coaax, Joun Stocomss, Bicknoller, Somersetshire,Gent Taunton Pet May 14 


Ord May 14 
Danmme, + ana WILLIAM, Bournemouth, Oab Proprietor Poole Pet May 16 
rc ay 16 
Drxon, Ronen, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 16 
Ord May t 


Drew, JAMES, Teignmouth, Innkeeper Exeter Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
EARDLEY, CHARLES, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


ELLIs, p SOARS, Aldershot, Butcher Guildford and Godalming Pet May 14 
Ord May 
EmMBREY, Guana, Northwich, Butcher Nantwichand Crewe Pet May 16 Ord 


May | 
Ezra, ALease, Dover, Lithographer Canterbury Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


FAWEES, “AMUEL THOMAS, Pennicote ter, Bell rd, Hounslow, Furniture Dealer 
Brenttord Pet Mayi4 Ord May 14 
vows, hy yr Wrt11aM Perry, Westerham, Kent, Saddler Tunbridge Wells 
t May 14 Ord May 14 
Frasee, JAMES PIMM. and an Cory, Mincing lane, Brokers High Ovurt 
Pet April18 Ord M. 
GILES. HARRY FRANCIS, Moy Sill rd, Surbiton, Director of Public Companies 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
GILCBERIST, WILLIAM. jun, Newcastle LY Tyne, Licensed Victualler Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May16 Ord May 
Gocnat.. Jaume RENEL, Church rd, Barking, Builder High Court Pet May 16 
r ay 16 
Gunns, } > a CuHar_zEs, Northampton, Currier Northampton Pet May i5 
r ay 15 
GREENWOOD, JOHN, Derby, Turner Derby Pet May1 Ord May 15 


HARDING, RoBeBT, Chesham, Bucks, Farmer Aylesbury Pet May 16 Ord 
6 


May 1 
Harzis, nur: Seaton st, Hampstead rd, Greengrocer High Court Pet May 3 
Ord May 16 
Hiaa1ns, JoHN, Pewsey, Wilts, Chemist Swindon Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Hope, WILLIAM HENRY, Stockton on Foes, Jelner Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
esborough Pet May 12 Ord May 1 
Keer, HANNAH ELIZABETH, Walsall, Clothier Walsall Pet May 1 Ord 


May 14 

JONES, HOWELL, Dowlais, Butcher Merthyr Tydfil Pet April23 Ord May 14 

JoNnES, WILLIAM CLAYTON, and RoBerRT WILLIAM Sonam, Liverpool, General 
Merchants Liverpool Pet April27 Ord May 

KEaTE, THOMAS BROOKE, Heavitree, Devon, Leabtes House Keeper Exeter 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Kemp, SAMUEL EpWarb, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

LAWRENCE, EDWIS AL, Whitstable on Sea, School Proprietor Canterbury 
Pet May 15 Ord May 1 

Mame, anus eee Beer Stratford, Bucks, Stonemason Northampton 

ay 2 rc ay 15 
Manem. ERNEST GEORGE, Farningham, Kent, Hotel Keeper Rochester Pet 


ay 16 Ord May 1 — 
MARTIN, JAMES CORPES, lington, sme Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


borough Pet May ay 18 “ord May 
Morkzis, SrMEON, Birmingham, Taller. bnediatem Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


Mov >, Amos, and JOHN Bryan MouLp, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufac- 
urers Derby Pet May12 Ord May 14 
Nomar, JOHN JOSEPH, Luton, Egg Merchant Luton Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Osawa, Sos — Manchester, Provision Dealer Manchester Pet May 15 
r 
Porm, (Guonox, Boscombe, Hampshire, Builder Poole Pet May 15 Ord 


ome t Y Euan, Moi:a, Leicestershire, Collier Burtonon Trent PetMay14 Ord 
RENSHAW, Puowss, Bagilt, Flint, General Dealer Chester Pet May 15 Ord 
Raxpae, oun FREDERICK, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet May 15 
Rrx, RicHarpD, G:ant rd, Croydon, Seedsman Oroydon Pet May 12 Ord 
Ropixgox,. Wit, Kendal, Cabinet Maker Kendal Pet May 15 Ord 


y 
SEMPLE, GEORGE EDWIN, Norfolk terr, Bayswater, Butcher High Oourt Pet 
April 24 Ord May 14 

Suman, wn J om, Monmouth, Paint Manufacturer Newport, Mon Pet 
ay 14 Ag & 

Guanpees, | ay edtont, Farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet May 16 Ord 
ay 1 

SIBTHORPE, HENRY PINCHARD, Hove, Scheol Proprietor Brighton Ord March 22 


Somes, M ome — Birmingham, Tobacconist Birmingham Pet May 
Snprece, i eee ES sy Luge 1 Hull, Fat Refiner Kingston upon Hull Pet 
SKELt0%, oe y i-Ay oats Hatter Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May 16 
SmiTu, GEORGE, Shavington cum Goesty, Cheshire, Grocer Nantwich and 


Crewe Pet May 16 Ord May 
SmiTH, WILLIAM, Stroud, pe dae he Gloucester Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Sutton, JoHN, Coventry, Grocer Ooventry Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


TWIZELL, ROBERT JOSEPH, South rors Northumberland, Builder Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet May5 Ord May 16 
UxpExwooD, WALTER GEORGE, York, Confectioner York Pet May 16 Ord 


May 16 

WALLACE, WILTIAM, and JoHN wee, Brewery rd, Oaledonian rd, Builders 
High Court Pet Mayi16 Ord Py he 

WESTLAKE, RoBERT WILLIAM, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Wun, AnTHONY Hicarns, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Mayié6 Ord May 16 

Ween, J. —¥ WILLIAM, Brighton, out cf business Brighton Pet May15 Ord 


ay 1 
Wom, SAMUBL, and HENRY emans, f ity tr st, Artificial Flower Manufac- 
Derby, Silk Siscauar Derby Pet Mayi2 Ord 
WonsLEY, Geenen, Biighton, China Dealer Buightoa Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
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Wricnt, Jonny, Watford, Coachman St Albans Pet May15 Ord May 15 
WYLIE. FREDERICK WILLIAM, Torquay, Confectioner Exeter Pet May14 Ord 


ay 14 
Youna, WiLL1aM HENRY, H M Prison, Holloway, Butcher High Court Pet 


May 16 Ord May 16 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AUSTIN, CHRISTOPHER, address unknown, Mantle Manufacturer May 29 at 2.30 
33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
BAKER. FRANCIS ROBERT, Birmingham, Inventor June5 at ii 25, Colmore row, 
Birminghain 


BONE, FREDERIC RICHARD, Poughill, Cornwall,Gent May 25 at 1t Stanhope 


Hotel, Holsworthy 

BrIEk, LEONARD MorsE, London Bridge, Hotel Keeper May 25at12 33, Uarey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

BROWNE. FRANK Comyn DEnis, Littlehampton, Sussex, Gent May 25at12 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bdgs, Brighton 

Brown, James, Morthoe, Devon, Butcher May 28atil Sanders & Son, High 
st, Barrstaple 

Brown, WILLIAM HENRY. and GEORGE JoNnES, Bartholomew close, Hat Ware- 
houseman May 25at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Doe sm, Trowbridge, Draper June1 at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


0 
eas ~~ eee Wakefield, Grocer May 25 at 11 Off Rec, Bond ter, 
akefie 

CHURCHWARD, JOHN COWEN, Landrake, Cornwall, Builder May 29 at 11 10, 
Athenaeum ter. Plymouth 

Crow, Jonn, Tunbridge Wells, Draper May25ati1 Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal 
st, Lineoln’s inn 

COLE, HERBERT, Sewdley st, Clapton May 25 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Linco!n’s inn 


CooPER, EDWARD ARTHUR, Chichester, Grocer May 25at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
a a st, oe inn 
RNWELL, THOMAS JOHN. High st, Epping, Baker May 28 at 11 16R » 30 
Dav st, St Swithin’s iane es , sega 
AVIES, BENJAMIN, Pentre, Glamorganshire, Draper May 31 at 11 Off Rec 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st. Manchester ¥i J ; 
DAVIES, JOHN, Glwyddelwern, Merionethshire, Farmer May 75 at 2.30 Owen, 
Glyndwr Hotel, Corwen : 
DELPECH, GEORGE MArrivs, Mincing lane, Colonial Merchant May 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
D1xon. RoBERT, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper May 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
DREW, JAME?, Teignmouth, Innkeeper May ‘8 ati1 The Castle, Exeter 


EARDLEY, CHARL*S, Walsall, Grocer May 31 at 10.40 Off Rec, Walsall 


EDWARDS, JOHN. Brighton, China Dealer May 25 at 12.50 B , 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn of ne a 

Ezra, ALBERT, Dover, Lithographer May 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Frost, THoMAsS, Nottingham, Lace Draughtsman May 25at11 Off Rec,1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 

FULLER, SAMUEL HENRY, Winsford, Cheshire, Grocer June 6 at 10.15 152, Hos- 

@ pital —* antwich 

ILCHRIST, WILLIAM, jun, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed Victuall May 30 at 12 

Off Rec, Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyne wel asin 

Gammgwese, JOHN, Derby, Turner May 25ati12 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 


roy 
Guppy, RoBERT, Cheltenham, Picture Frame Maker M 6 
Court, Cheltenham aa ee Sew 
JONES, Evan, Aberdare, Grocer May 25at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


JONES, Maky, Talsarnau, Merionethshire, Innkeeper May 31 at 2.15 Police 
Kae Station, eens - 
TE, THOMAS BROOKE, Heavitree, Devon, Lodging House K: May 3 

11_ ‘The Castle, Exeter / _ re — = 
Lunn, WILLIAM. Grantham, Lincolnshire, Tobacconist May 26 at 11 Off Rec, 
M 1, -— ~ antag ee eg meee 

ARTIN. ERNEST GEORGE, Farningham, Kent, Hotel Ke June 6 23 

Oft Rec, High st, Rochester “ j : ee 

MARTIN, JOHN, Plymouth, Builder May 29 at12 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 


MosEs, Portas, Bradford, Grocer May 28 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


MOULD, Amos, and JoHN BryAN MOULD, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Lace Makers 
May 28 at 3.30 Flying Horse Hotel, Nottinghami 

NEWBOULD, FREDERICK, Sheffield, Fishmonger May 29 at 11 Off Rec, Figtree 
lane, Sheffield 

NICHOLAS. Ca EDWARD, Ferndale, Glam, Grocer May 28 at 3 Off Rec, 

e > 
NokrTH, JOHN JOSEPH. Luton, Egg Merchant May 25 at11.30 E & 
. ~g- nome et Outer Temple, ge ns — 
RESTON, HENRY HORBURY, Salford, Lancs, Surgeon May 31 at 11 ff 

Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester - , a dais 

Pyoock, RoBERT WILLIAM, Leeds, Blue Slater May 30at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 

RAMSELL. LUKE, Moira, Leicestershire, Collier May 26 at 3.15 Royal Hotel, 
Ashby ide la Zouch 

nee, JOHN, Cheadle, Staffs, Grocer May 25at 10.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under 

yme 

SKELTON, THOMAS, Jarrow on Tyne, Hatter May 30 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

SUTTON, JOHN, Coventry, Grocer May 28 at 12 Edward Thomas Peirson, Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Tovuison, HENRY, Bradford, Yorks, Tin Plate Worker May 98 ati1 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 

UNDERWOOD, WALTER GEORGE, York, Confectioner May 30at12 Off Rec, York 


Vv. quae, Essex rd, Islington, Wine Merchant May 29 at 12 33, Carey st, 
ncoln’s inn 
Wake, Davin, Rhondda, Glamorganshire, Boot Deal 
- Berber Teal 7 gz e, Boot Dealer May 29 at 12 Off Rec, 
EDGBERROW, OMAS COTTRILL, Dudley, Worcestershire, P 
June 5at10 Off Rec, Dudley “ — — 
WooDRoFFs, JOHN ~~ Derby, Silk Throwster May 28 at2.30 Off Rec, St 
y 


James’s chbrs, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baowz, essen, Dudley, Worcester, General Dealer Dudley Pet April25 Ord 


ay 
Baowns, gd Comyn DEn!Is, Littlehampton, Gent Brighton Pet Apri! 30 
ay 

BuRGESS, JAMES, Trowbridge, Draper Bath Pet May14 Ord May 14 
Coorne, a Hammersmith rd, Poulterer High Court Pet May1 Ord 
D JoHN WILLIAM, Bournemouth, Cab P i 3 

wa ie a roprietor Poole Pet May 16 
Drxon, 7. Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 16 


ay 
— Bradford, Provision Merchant Bradford Pet May12 Ord 
a 
DREW, JAMES, Teignmouth, Innkeeper Exeter Pet Mayi4 Ord May 15 


EpENsoR, WILLIAM, Leicester, Bootmaker Leicester Pet April23 Ord May 14 
Ezra, ALBERT, Dover, Lithographer Canterbury Pet Mayi4 Ord May 14 


FAWKES, SAMUEL THOMAS, Pennicote ter, Bell rd, Hounslow, Furniture Dealer 
Brentford Pet May 14 Ord May 15 

GILCHRIST, WILLIAM. jun, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed Victualler Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May16 Ord May 16 

GREEN. — CHARLES, Northampton, Currier Northampton Pet May 14 
Ord May 16 

GREEN, JOHN, Birmingham, out of business Oldbury Pet April 26 Ord May 16 


Ham™Monpd, BENJAMIN, St Leonard’s on Sea, Dental Surgeon Hastings Pet 
May7 Ord May 16 


' HIGGINS, JOHN, Pewsey, Wilts, Chemist Swindon Pet May12 Ord May 14 


Hi.pER, GoRHAM, Gravesend, Corn Merchant Rochester Pet April 5 Ord 


May 12 

Horxins, JOHN, Neath, Saddler Neath Pet May 7 Ord May 14 

JonEs, HOWELL, Caeharris, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Butcher Merthyr Tydiil 
Pet April 23 Ord Mey 14 ; 

KEATE. THOMAS BROOKE, Heavitree, Devonshire, Lodging house keeper Exeter 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Kemp, SAMUEL EpWarD, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Krout, Lupwiac, Blundell st, Caledonian rd, Chemical Manufacturer High Court 
Pet April 26 Ord May 16 

Lustin, E, Leadenhall st High Court Pet April20 Ord May 16 

Luny, Wim, Grantham, Lincs, Tobacconist Nottingham Pet May ii Ord 

15 


May 
—— | CHARLES, Billiter sq, Merchant High Court Pet May 11 Ord 
ay 15 


y. 

ManrtTIn, JAMES CorPES, Darlington, Joiner Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

McKINNELL, WILLIAM, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet April21 Ord May 14 

MEAEKIN, RICHARD, Newton Dusggend. Leicestershire, Brick Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet April27 Ord May 14 ; 

MovuLp, AMos, and JoHN Bryan MOULD, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Lace Manu- 
facturers Derby Pet May 12 Ord May 14 

—— FREDERICK, Sheffield, Fishmonger Sheffield Pet April 16 Ord 

av 14 
NortTH, JOHN JosEPH, Luton, Egg Merchant Luton Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Ouse. SAMUEL, Manchester, Provision Dealer Manchester Pet May15 Ord 

May 15 

Ra age Moira, Leicestershire, Collier Burton on Trent Pet May 14 
Ord May 15 

me THomas, Bagillt, Fiintshire, General Dealer Chester Pet May 12 
Ord May 15 

RoBERTS, EDWARD, Bowes Park, Wood Green, Potato Salesman High Court 
Pet May 3 Ord May 15 

SEAGER, CEPHAS, Stockbury, Kent,Grocer Rochester Pet May 3 Ord May 14 

SHELLARD, NATHAN JOHN, Monmouth, Paint Manufacturer Newport, Mon 
Pet Mey i2 Ord May 16 

SKELTON, THOMAS, Jarrow, Hatter Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Situ, GEORGE, Shavington cum Gresty, Cheshire, Grocer Nantwich and Crewe 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

STANLAKE, ROBERT, Plymouth, Builder East Stonehouse Pet April 18 Ord 


ay 14 
TAYLOR, ‘Epwanp, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet Mar 20 Ord May 16 
Townes, Aaeeus Witson, Nottingham, Publican Nottingham Pet April 17 
Ird May 16 
TINDERWOOD, WALTER GEORGE, York, Confectioner York Pet May 16 Ord 


May 16 
WaTson, WALTER, WILLIAM LIDGLEY, and FREDERICK WATSON, Devonshire and 
_Birmingham, Fancy Dealers Birmingham Pet April17_ Ord May 16 
a: ‘THOMAS CoTrTRIL, Dudley, Police Constable Dudley Pet May 
8 Orc ay 12 
Wun, ANTHONY Hiaains, Leeds, Grocer Leeds PetMayié6 Ord May 16 


Woon, JAMES WILLIAM, Brighton, out of business Brighton Pet May15 Ord 


ay 15 
WorsLEY, GEORGE, Brighton, China Dealer Brighton Pet Mayi2 Ord May 14 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Comet, LEWIs ALEXANDER, Manchester Manchester Adjud April6é Annul 
pril 21 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BARBER, MARY, and JAMES AUGUSTUS ADDERLEY BARBER, Sawbridgeworth, 
Herts, Coal Merchants Hertford Pet May16 Ord May 16 
Bray, ALLEN, Leicester, Milk Dealer Leicester Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
BROWNING, JOHN, Stroud, Plumber Gloucester Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
CARROL, ROBERT, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet Aprili4 Ord May 16 
Caseuyeam, RoBERT, Liverpool, Milk Dealer Liverpool Pet May 17 Ord 
ay 17 


y 
me ~ ARTHUR, Bernard st, Russell sq, Clerk High Court Pet May17 Ord 


ay lt 
FRYER, nes. Tuomas, Hardwicke, Glos, Farmer Gloucester Pet May 18 
Ore ay 18 
GARNE, THOMAS, Maugesbury, Glos, Auctioneer Cheltenham Pet May 17 Ord 


ay 17 
HAYWARD, SAMUEL, Charlton, Kent, Merchant Greenwich Pet March 26 Ord 


May 18 
HEATH, sf OHN, Nottingham, Boot Dealer Nottingham Pet May 12 Ord May 16 


Hi, 2 AMES HENRY, Ash terr, Cricklewood, Plumber Barnet Pet Mayié Ord 
ay 16 

ee WIL1L1AM, Colchester, Hairdresser Colchester Pet May 18 
r ay 1 ‘ 

HowELis, MorGan, Maesteg, Glamorganshire,Grocer Oardiff Pet Mayié Ord 


ay 16 
——. ~ JOHN Davis, Cradley, Hereford, Grocer Worcester Pet May 17 Ord 


ay 17 

oe, HEnNkRY, Chester, Dealer in Works of Art Chester Pet May 17 
r ay 17 

J AcOCe, Cusnrae, York, Confectionery House Proprietor York Pet May 19 
rc ay 19 

KEMPSON, HENRY, Oxford, General Dealer Oxford Pet Mayi8 Ord May i8 


Lana, THomas, and JosEPH LANG, Burnley, Lancs, Plumbers Burnley Pet 
May 17 Ord May 17 é 

LaTCcH, ae Rewport, Mon, Colliery Proprietor Newport, Mon Pet May 
19 re ay 1% 

MASTERS, GEORGE, Anerley, Builder Croydon Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


MBLLOR, Bussr, Saddleworth, Yorks, Innkeeper Oldham Pet May 1 Ord 
9 





ay 
| {acmnonacet, DoNnaLD, Manchester, Draper Manchester Pet Mays Ord May 18 
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vos. YS ge Leicester, Brick Manufacturer Leicester Pet 

17 a 

Norman Mary, Hanley, Confectioner Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstali Pet 
May3 Ord May 18 

P1re, WILLIAM, Grays, Essex, Oilman Rochester Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

REECE, Henry, Berners st, Costumier High Court Pet May 14 Ord May 17 

Renenaen, WEssee, Macclesfield, Licensed Victualler Macclesfield Pet May 
6 Ord May 16 

SAUNDERS, JAMES EDWIN Regp, Torquay, Baker Exeter Pet May i8 Ord 


May 18 
Saw, CHaRtEs Sprnx, West Bridgeford, Notts, Gent Nottingham Pet May 2 
15 


Gnomes. W WILLIAM, New Windsor, Corr. Merchant Windsor Pet Jan26 Ord 
— -° ‘ewane, Leeds, Shoe Factory Manager Leeds Pet May 17 Ord 


17 
SPIER, ASTHUR, Walsall, Clothier Walsall Pet May9 Ord May 15 


seam, ¥ J oaenem, out of England, no occupation High Oourt Pet Feb 16 

ay 1 

STANLEY, i FREDERICK, and Ropert JOHN HaAmiItTon, Manchester, 
Merchants Manchester Pet May18 Ord May 18 

STOKES, WILLIAM, Stockport, Builder Stockport Pet Apr 30 Ord May 17 


Storr, CHARLES, Oldham, late Innkeeper Oldham Pet Apr30 Ord May 18 
Tamnaee, Gs GEORGE, Worcester, Provision Dealer Worcester Pet May 18 Ord 
ay 1 


TEAL, A Silver Hill, nr puuiey Bridge, Yorks, Corn Dealer North- 
allerton Pet Mavy4 Ord Ma: ay 1 

TEMPLETON, HENRY THOMAS Nowoars, New Cut, Lambeth, Butcher High 
Court Pet May 15 Ord May 

Trout, SAMUEL, Nottingham, Cab —— Nottingham Pet May 17 Ord 


ay 17 
WAGErTAFFS, WRIGHT, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet May 19 Ord 


May 16 
WayYLett, Tom Trims, sae Walsham, Norfolk, Boot Salesman Norwich Pet 
May 18 Ori May 18 


baie ou FRanclis, Leicester, Hay Dealer Leicester Pet May 19 Ord 
1 


WItziaMs. JOHN WESLEY, and SAMUEL REDGRAVE, Battersea Park rd, Grocers 
Brighton Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

WIZLson. JOSEPH ARCHIBALD, Elm Park ter, Fulham rd, Hosier HighCourt Pet 
May1 Ord May 17 

Worron, THoMAS, Margate, Grocer Canterbury Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATTwoop, THOMAS CHARLES, Guildtord st, Valuer June i atil 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
BANSBACK, JOSEPH WILLIAM, and WILLIAM HENRY ROBINSON, Mile end rd, 
Licensed Victuallers June 1 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
BASKERVILLE. THOMAS, ng eye Cheshire, "Boot er May 31at1i11.30 Off 
Ogden’ s chbrs, B _ Manchester 
BERESFORD, CHARLES BLAKE, Royal moe my ok avenue, Insurance Agent June 
1at12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 
Bray, ALLEN, Leicester, Milk Dealer June 1at3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


BREESE, een, Birmingham, Engraver June7at3 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


BURTON, Winus. Manchester, Solicitor May 31 at 12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

CAVENDISH, WILLLIAM HENRY ALEXANDER GEORGE DELMAR, my $ Coven st, 
British Consul at Stettin May 29 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln's i 

CLIFT, FREDERIC, Pancras lane, Solicitor May 29 at 11 33, Carey st, Linecia’s inn 

CoGAN, JOHN SLOCOMBE, Bicknoller, Somerset, Gent May 29at 11.30 Off Rec, 

9, Middle st. Taunton 

Demae, JOHN ‘WILLIAM, Bournemouth, Cab Proprietor June 20 at 12.30 
Criterion Hotel, Bournemouth 

Davine, ES a JOHN, Earl’s ctrd, Plumber May 31 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s 

DRAKE, J! OSEPE, Bradford, Yorks, Provision Merchant May 3i ati1 Off Rec, 31, 
Menor row, Bradford 

EBERLE, PHILIP, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Restaurant Proprietor June 5 at 2 
Off , 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

EMBREY, CHARLES, Northwich, Butcher June 65 at 4.30 Royal Hot:<1, Crewe 


Gray, — St Helen's, Saddler May31at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


Queen, FREDERICK Cunnme, Northampton, Currier May 31 at 2 County 
Court, Northampto: 
HART Axe, SAMUEL, Look, Tobacconist June 1 atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Heap, Saran ANN, Burnley, Watchmaker May 30 at 12 Exchange Hotel, 
Nicholas st, Burnley 
—- a, Pewsey, Wilts, Chemist May 30 at 2 Off Rec, 32, High st, 


Howames. WILLIAM HENRY, Colne, Lancs, Grocer May 30at 3 Crown Hotel, 
olne 


JONES, DAVID, Aberystwith, Butcher June 1 at 12.30 Townhall, Aberystwith 
came, : om ELIZABETH, Walsall, Olothier May 31 at 11.15 Off Rec, 
alsall 


meen teanas EDWARD, Leicester, Joiner May 81at3 28, Friar lane, Leices- 


LAWRENCE, EDWIN ALFRED, Whitstable on Sea,School Proprietor May 31 at 3.30 
Bear and Key Hotel, Whitstable 

MAYES, HENRY WILLIAM, Union ct, Old Broad st, Silk Commission Merchant 
May 29at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ian 

MICHELL, JOSEPH, St Austell, Cornwall, Draper May 29 at 2 Queen’s Head 

M ne t Austell ne. N 

UIRHEAD, GEORGE, e, Not hamshire, F; 3 

FAD, Gmonor, E ke \ ting ‘armer May 31at12 Off Rec, 

Norton, WILLIAM, ro Leicestershire, Brick Manufacturer June 1 at 
12.30 28, Friar lane, Leiceste 

OLDHAM, SAMUEL, Manchester, Frovision Dealer May 31 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Ry! s chmbrs, Bridge st Manchester 

PEA me} pal! Northumberland avenue, Gent May 30at11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
co n 


x, Mad a Grays, Essex, Oilman May 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, 


R 
Potts, GEORGE, Boscombe, Hants, Builder May 29 at 12.80 Criterion Hotel, 
Bournemouth 


REID, JOHN, address unknown, Financial Agent May 31 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s ion 


RILEY, ss EK, Connaught st, dawawe rd, Lieut in 2nd Dragoon Guards 
May 29 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincol sinn “ 


Roprxsox WILLIAM, Macclesfield, Claned Victuall May 31 1 
23, Kin Edward st, Macciestield id . ee een 


AMES —a7 Rushden, He N — " 
“x sa. Gon ts) ptonshire, Shoe Manufacturer 


Rovnn, Butus Pasvous Baivon aibeamneek a Gent Junelatii 38, Oarey st, q 





SANDERS, JAMES Epwin REED, Torquay, Baker — latii. Castle, Exeter 
SELINGER, SIDNEY, Manchester avenue, Aldersga’ China Importer June 1 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, P Portugal *,. Finca s inn fields 


SMITH. Guonas, Shevington cum Gresby, C! cr Junebat4 Royal 
‘ewe 

SPIER, ARTHUR, Walsall, Clothier Juneiat3 Off Reo, Wolverhampton 

STURGES, GEORGE, Resthengeim, Shoe Manufacturer May 31 at 4 County 
Court, Northampto 

SUGDEN, OHARLES. “Gloucester rd, South Kensington, Comedian June 5 at 12 

Portugal et, Lincoln’s inn fields 

TINSLEY. ed oes Hillington, ¥: Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon May 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarboroug 

= va posmse J are South Benwell, N erthumberiend, Builder May 30 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
The following aaa — is substituted 4 that published in the 


ion Gazette of 
Sutton, JOHN, Coventry, — June 4 at 12 Edward Thomas Peirson, Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AvsTIN, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Coal Merchant Cambridge Pet Apr 25 Ord 


ay 17 

Bray, ALLEN, Leicester, Milk Dealer Leicester Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
BRIER, Rony ty Mors, London Bridge, Hotel Keeper High Court Pet Feb 
Broom, JAMES, Morthoe, Devon, Butcher Barnstaple Pet May 15 Ord May 17 
CHEADLE, WILLIAM Euuar, Newport, Shropshire, Innkeeper Stafford Pet 

May ii Ord May 18 
Curt, FREDERIO, Pancras lane, Solicitor High Court Pet Apri7 Ord Mayi7 
SS OHN, Tunbridge Wells, Draper Tunbridge Wells Pet May7 Ord 


19 
Dews, Epwan, jun, Wakefield, Yorks, Draper Wakefield Pet April 26 Ord 


Drxon, _ BENJAMIN, Hanley, Chemist Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall 
Pet May 3 Ord May 19 


Enis, RICHARD, Aldershot, Butcher Guildford and Godalming Pet May 14 
Ord May 17 


y 
FISHER, BaTEs Ext, Leicester, Cowkeeper Leicester Pet April30 Ord May 17 
Fiatouen, Gaones, Sheffield, Stone Merchant Sheffield Pet April5 Ord 
1 


a 
FOwWLE, GEORGE WItLtuaM PERRY, Westerham, Kent, Saddler Tunbridge Wells 
Pet May7 Ord May 19 


yurm, © _e Tuomas, Hardwicke, Glos, Farmer Gloucester Pet May 18 
rd 


Gray, DAvip. at Helens, Saddler Liverpool Pet Mayi Ord May 18 
—-~)> Horace WILLIAM, Oolchester, Hairdresser Oolchester Pet May 18 


Howort, Winttax HENRY, Colne, Lancashire, Grocer Burnley Pet May 11 


ee ~ J ea Davis, Cradley, Herefordshire, Grocer Worcester Pet May 17 


IcKE, Wiis, Hever, Chester, Dealer in Works of Arts Chester Pet May 
16 Ord Ma: 


JONES, DAVID, Aberystwith, Butcher Aberystwith Pet May 11 Ord May 17 
KEEP, a ELizaBEeTH, Walsall, Clothier Walsall Pet April 27 Ord 


19 
ame, 2 ALounr, Dinton, Wilts, out of business Salisbury Pet Mays Ord 


ay 1 

Kumaaee, ArTHug Henry, Great St Helens, Engioeer High Court Pet 
April4 Ord May 17 

LancG, ‘THoMASs, and JosEPH LANG, Burnley, Lancashire, Plumbers Burnley 
Pet May 16 Ord May '7 

Lapes, JossPH, Dewsbury, Yorks, Farmer Dewsbury Pet April 28 Ord 


y 18 
Monais, Snreon, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet May 15 Ord May 18 
NORMAN, CECIL MANNERS, Peckleton Manor, Leicestershire, Surveyor Leicester 
et April 30 Ord May 17 


Wenner ILLIAM, Lemthospe, Leicestershire, Brick Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet May 17_ Ord May 17 


PrrE, WILLIAM, Grays, Essex, Oilman Rochester Pet Mayi17 Ord May 17 

Resmeen, Wasa, Macclesfield, Licensed Victualler Macclesfield Pet May 
ir ay i 

——- ACRE TREVOR, Sudborne rd, Brixton,Gent HighCourt PetFebs Ord 


es a icy Ma Mane Kare, Liverpool, Theatrical Manager Liverpool Pet May 
rd May 19 


SANDERS, JAMES EDWIN REED, Torquay, Baker Exeter Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
cree, a ~ + eee Birmingham, Tobacconist Birmingham Pet 
a 
Sxeuton. EDWARD, Leode, Bootmaker Leeds Pet May17 Ord May 17 
STANLEY, CHARLES FREDERICK, and ROBERT + sl _Hamnaon, Manchester, 
Merchants Manchester > May 18 Ord May 
SUGDEN, "CHARLES, ‘she , South Wankaatie. —— High Court 
Pet May2 Ord May 17 
Trout, SAMUEL, Nottingham, Cabdriver Nottinghom Pet Mayi7 Ord May 19 
WayYLetr, Tom Trius, North Walsham, Norfolk, Boot Salesman Norwich Pet 
May 18 OrdM We, 18 
WESTLAKE, ROBERT WILLIAM, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet May 14 Ord May 17 
Worron, THomas, Margate, Grocer Canterbury Pet May17 Ord May 18 
REVEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Gomme FREDERICK A, Wilton rd, Victoria Station, Jeweller High Court 
rd Fed 11 Adjud Feb 16 Annul May 16 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


REGINALD, Sunderland, Aerated Water Manufacturer Sunderland 
Adjud May 24, 1887 Annul May 10 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
CooPER.—May 12, at Liverpool, the wife of George Cocper, barrister-at-law, of a 
son. 
Parsons.—May 21, at Eastmearn-road, wen Dulwieh, the wife of Charles 
Parsons, barrister-at-law, of a daughte 
=. ~Mey 15, at near Ongar, ‘the wite of Howel J. J. Price, of the 
Inner Temple, of a daughter. 


EATHS. 
CLEVELAND.— May 15, He Clevelané, of Bombay, solicitor, a: 
SoLLY-FLooD.—Mavy 14, Fred rederick So liy- Flood, of county at exford, formerly 
Attorney-General at tiibeal raltar, 
Ween— +o Alma-terrace, John Welch, for 50 years of the 
Inner Temple, Special Pleader, aged 85. 
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SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGWATER, at the Mart, 


Ma 
Aetna at 2 p.m., Rent-Charge and Policies of Aasurance (see ad- 


vertisement, this week, p. 4). 


May 29.—Mr. NICKERSON, at the Mart, iy ye on at 12 for 1 o’clock, Free- 


hold Building Land (see advertisement, Ma p. 
May 29. 
Ground-rents (see advertisement, May 19, p. 482). 
May 31.—™ essrs. FAREBROTHER. ELLIs, CLARK, & Co.. 


yore. “gag p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, May 5, 


May 31 31. Saiaiiia. FULLER & FULLER, at the Mart, en yard, at 2 p.m., 
» P. 482) 


__Leasehold Residence (see advertisement, May 19 


29.—Mesars. POWELL & POWELL. at the City a Mart, Bath, at 3 p.m., 


VESTMENTS FOR TRUSTEES 
LEASES OF CoAL MINES 
REVIEWS 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 


at the Mart, Tokenhouse- 


UCURRENT TOPICS .. --+--ee 
CONTRIBUTORY MORTGAGES AS IN- 


CONTENTS. 


eosccee 483 | NEW ORDERS, &C, «..cccscccccseceee 491 
LEGAL NEWS .... + Coccccccccocese » 491 
CouRT PAPERS... eanee 
WINDING-UP Norices .. 

CREDITORS’ NOTICES -......- ecrvens 
BANERUPTCY NOTICES 





All letters intended fer p 


ublication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’? must be 


authenticated hy the name of the writer, 








FIRE !! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 108., £5 58., and £8 5 
LISTS FREE 


11 NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C, 
i /ondon, 


A bakRISTER-AT-LAW (LL B., 

First in First-Class Honours in Jurisprudence 
and Roman Law, and Honoursman in Common Law 
and Equity) prepares for Legal Examinations. 
Tuition for the Bar, Solicitors’ Intermediate and 
Final, 1st and 2nd LL.B., Studentship and Scholar- 
ship "Examinations, {Privately or in class, at his 
Chambers. ist and 2nd LU.B. Classes can now 
be joined; Correspondence Classes for the same 
can be joined at any time for the whole or part of 
the course. 

Recent successes of his Pupils include that of the 
Ist in lst Class Honours Intermediate LL B., Lond., 
1888. 

For terms, &c., apply to ‘‘ JURISCONSULTUS,” care of 
his clerk, Mr. Burnett. 9, Ola- square, Sp nel s-inn, 


‘UME for the TKEATMENT and CUKE 

of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 

High Sbot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 

secluded. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 

Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 

The whole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 

guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 

Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R C.S.Ed. ; and 

reference is permitted to Messrs. MunTON & MorgzIs, 
Solicitors, 9A, Queen Victoria-street, London. 











EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Benc *h, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


Law Wigsand Goynstes Recent, own Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


[erent FIRE INSURANCE CUM- 
PANY. 
Established 1803, 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1, 200, 000 ; yg "£300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600 
E. COZENS ‘SMITH, 
—_ General Manager. 
ORTHEKN ASSUKANUE COMPANY, 
Established 1836, 
Lonpom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
Union-terrace 
INCOME «& aad (1886): _ 
Fire Premiums ., ewe £582,000 
Life Premiums .., =) ae oe 
Interest... ee oe 
Ace umulated Funds “0 ee “sh. 297, 000 


bi EVEKSIONAKY and LIFE INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establishe 
1835, Capital, £600,000. Interest on Loans may be 
capitalized, 





ABERDEEN, 


oe 
oo 





Joint 


Z 8. CLAYTON, 
Secretaries. 


. H. CLAYTON, 


- London Gazette. 


Advertisements _ can be received 2 at these Offices 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays and Thursdays. 


COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and Thursdays to 4.15 p.m. 65s. 
Tuesdays and — y 11.15 a.m. 108, 

” » 1.15 p.m. 208, 


REYNELL & SON, 


**London Gane ... General Advertising 


tractors, 
44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
_ ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REY NELL In 1812. 


i* you want ; Money without fees—amouuts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
O, CLIBURN, persovally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 


N Kk. H. S. BOWEN, B.A., Lu.B. (First- 

class Honours in Common Law and Eyuity, 
London Univernity, 1882), fsphes of * Outlines of 
Specific Performance,” PREPARES for the Bar 
and Solicitors’ EXaMINATIONS and London Law 
Degrees. — Address, 4, Stone-buildings, Liucoln’s- 


inn, W.C. 
RESULTS IN 1887. 
Solicitors’ Final.—20 sent up, 18 passe sed. 
ALL sent up for Solicitors’ Preliminary, Inter- 
mediate, and Intermediate LL.B., passed, 
Bar Exam., Hilary, 1883.-4 sent up, 4 passed. 
Easter—5 sent up, 5 passed. 


7 SULLOLTURKS KKEMOVLING.— High- 

class professional Chambers to Let at 63, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields, an absolutely fire-proof, sanitary, 
and well-lighted building; strong rooms, hydraulic 
safety lift, warmed corridors, speaking tubes, hati 
porter, and resident housekeeper; may be viewed at 
any time. 














SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION 


(INSTITUTED 1858), 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 


THE TWENTY-E:GHTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


THE HOTEL MBETROPOLE, 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT 


LONDON, 


On THURSDAY, the 14th of JUNE, 1888, at SEVEN o’clock p.m. precisely. 


NATHANIEL TERTIUS LAWRENCE, Esq,., 





in the Chair. 


List of Stewards, who will be glad to receive Subscriptioas and Donations for announcement at the Festival :— 


Cuares Tuos. Arnoip, Esq., London. 
Cuanues J. Biaca, Esq., Cheadle. 
Frepx. Joun Biaxz, Esq., London. 
Wma. Frank Buanpy, Esq., Reading. 
Henry P. Bowne, Erq., London. 
James Frepk. Burton, Esq., London. 
Frepx. Lucas Carron, Esq., London. 
H. Morten Corton, Esq., London. 
Rosert Cunurre, Eeq., London. 

T. H. Devonsure, Esq., London. 
Wurm Hy. Domvititz, Esq., London. 
Ropert Exxett, Esq , Cirencester. 
FRegvanp Fiiurrer, Esq., Wareham. 
Sypney Gepor, Esq., M.P., London. 
Artuur R. Gititman, Esq., London. 
H. E. Grrssre, Esq., London. 
Samvugt Harris, Esq., Leicester. 
Epwin Hepesr, Esq., London. 


Joun Hoitams, Esq., London. 

Joun H. Hvnerr, Esq-, London. 
Frepgrick H. Janson, Esq., London. 
Joun Hy. Kays, Eeq., London. 
GrinuamM Keen, Esq., London. 
Frepk. Kent, Esq., London. 

HENRY Krauser, Eeq., M.P., London. 
Joun Lewis, Esq., Wrexham. 
Water Loy ELL, Esq., Cambridge. 
Henry Manisty, Esq., London. 

C. B. Maxcerrs, Esq., Huntingdon. 
F. Parker Moret, Esq., Oxford. 
Henry E. Norton, Esq., London. 
Hy. Turton Norton, Esq., London. 
Sir Tuomas Parng, London. 

Sir Hy. Watson Parker, London. 
Hy. Lzicu Pemperton, Esq., London. 


R. Pennineton, Esq., London. 

T. ApAMs Puiiurs, Esq., London. 
Ricup. Pivcock, Esq, Woolwich. 
Tuomas J. Prrrretp, Esq., London. 
Henry Rosco, Esq , London. 

J. ANDERSON Rose, Esq., London. 
T. Sxewes-Cox, Esq., London. 
Srpney Situ, Eeq ‘ London. 
Henry Sowron, Esq., London. 
Joun Stone, Esq. , Bath. 

Epwin T. TapMaN, Exq., London. 
ALLAN TASsELL, Esq., Faversham. 
Henry Wx. Trinver, Esq., London. 
Henry T. TwynaM, Esq. ” London. 
R. Watt Watt, Esq., London. 
Spencer WuirexeaD, Esq., London. 
Harry Woopwagn, Esq., London. 


The Secretary will be happy to hear from gentlemen who may desire to add their names to the above list of Stewards. 
Early application for Dinner Tickets (25s. each), which may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the offices of the Association, will oblige. 


9, Ourrrornp’s Inn, Lonpon, K.O. 


JAMES ‘THOMAS SOOTT, Seoretary 





OEY ATR CONNER ME OUT 





